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2'^ My ^04 

•H-F9 PREFACE. 

As it is the purpose of this little volume to set forth 
the philosophical system of Spinoza in the philoso- 
pher's own words, and not merely to prepare a book 
of disconnected extracts from his writings, I have fol- 
lowed a plan which may seem somewhat unusual in 
works of this kind. 

The philosophy of Spinoza is contained in its final 
form in the " Ethics." By translating in full the first, 
second, and fifth parts of the "Ethics," giving the 
author's prefaces to, and summaries of, the third and 
fourth parts, and supplying in foot-notes passages in 
the omitted portions to which reference is made, I 
have found it possible to give a just idea of the doc- 
trine contained in the ** Ethics," while reducing the 
work by about one-half, and bringing it within the 
limits demanded by this Series. That it is not easy 
to cut into a work constructed as is this one, anyone 
may readily satisfy himself by examination. I think, 
however, I have omitted nothing essential to a com- 
prehension of Spinoza's metaphysical system, and have 
preserved intact his chain of argument. 

Lack of space has made any extended criticism of 
his reasoning out of the question. A very brief exam- 
ination of some of the cardinal points in his system I 
have thought it desirable to insert in the form of notes. 
These arc referred to by number in the text, and will 
be found in the back of the book. 
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VI PREFACE. 

In making the translation I have used the excellent 
Latin text of Van Vloten and Land, which appears to 
be remarkably free from errors of any sort, and have 
endeavored first of all to be exact and to avoid para- 
phrases. This has sometimes resulted in a sacrifice of 
grace, but it is, of course, worth the sacrifice. 

I take this opportunity of thanking my colleague 
and former pupil. Dr. Wm. Romaine Newbold, for a 
number of suggestions which have materially improved 
my translation. 

GEORGE STUART FULLERTON. 

University of Pennsylvania, 

October, 1891. 



Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



CONTENTS. 



PACK 

Bibliography i 

Biographical Sketch 5 

Sources of Spinoza's Philosophy ii 

Brief Exposition of Spinoza's System. — Spinoza's In- 
fluence UPON Subsequent Thinking 13 

The Ethics : 

Part I. Of God 19 

Part II. OIF the Nature and Origin of the Mind 67 

Part III. Of the Origin and Nature of the Emotions 125 

Part IV. Of Human Bondage, or of the Strength of the 

Emotions 132 

Part V. Of the Power of the Understanding, or of Hu- 
man Freedom 150 

Critical Notes 188 



Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



BIBLIOGRAPHY. 

9 

It would not be profitable to attempt, in a work of 
this sort, anything like a complete bibliography of 
Spinozistic literature. Such a bibliography would be 
very extensive, and of little value to most of those who 
will use this book. I shall, consequently, merely indi- 
cate, for the sake of the few who may wish such infor- 
mation, where it may be looked for, and shall then 
confine myself to mentioning a limited number of 
books readily obtainable, which the student will find of - 
service in gaining a good knowledge of the life and 
philosophy of Spinoza. 

In 1871 Dr. A. van der Linde published at The 
Hague a full and excellent catalogue of the Spinozistic 
literature, under the title " Benedictus Spinoza: Biblio- 
grafie." This brings the bibliography down to 1871. 
The introductory chapter to Sir Frederick Pollock's 
volume on Spinoza (to be mentioned later) supple- 
ments this, and brings us to 1880. What has ap- 
peared since, those interested in the subject will not 
find it difficult to trace. 

The last edition of the complete works of Spinoza, 
and one which should be on the shelf of every careful 
student of his philosophy, is that of Van Vloten and 
Land (2 vols.. The Hague, 1882-83). It is attractive in 
typography, and very free from errors of any sort. 
This edition has been used in the translation of these 
selections. 

The German reader will doubtless find it helpful to 
sometimes compare with the Latin Auerbach's trans- 
lation (" Spinoza's Sammtliche Werke," 2 vols., Stutt- 
gart, 1 87 1 ). Auerbach follows the Latin very closely — 
more closely, indeed, than an English writer would 
dare to. Where a passage admits of more than one 
meaning, he seems to use excellent judgment in mak- 
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ing a selection. Readers of French may use in the 
same way Saisset's translation of Spinoza's principal 
works (3 vols., Paris, 1872). It is not, however, as 
close as Auerbach's. 

There is no complete English translation of the 
works of Spinoza. A translation of his most impor- 
tant works by R. H. M. Elwes, appeared in 1883-84 
(2 vols., London, Bohn's Philos. Lib.). This contains 
the Theologico-Political Treatise, the Political Treat- 
ise, the unfinished work on the Improvement of the 
Understanding, the Ethics, and an abridgment of 
Spinoza's Correspondence. The translation of the 
Ethics I have compared pretty carefully with the 
original, and have found it careful, generally quite 
close, and graceful. The translator has used Bruder's 
text (1843}, which is now superseded by the text of 
Van Vloten and Land. With Elwes's rendering of 
some passages I do not agree, as is, of course, to be 
expected ; but I can heartily recommend his transla- 
tion, and the student would do well to secure these 
volumes. There are several other translations of the 
Ethics, the best of which is that by William Hale 
White (London, 1890). This seems to be accurate, 
but is not as readable as the translation just men- 
tioned. Another translation, which is, however, quite 
inferior to those by Elwes and White, was made by 
Prof. Henry Smith of Lane Theological Seminary 
(Cincinnati, 1886). It is preceded by a lengthy criti- 
cism of Spinozism, and especially of its significance for 
theology. An anonymous translation, which appeared 
before any of these (New York, 1876), is not reliable. 

The expository and critical volumes on Spinoza by 
Sir Frederick Pollock (" Spinoza ; His Life and Phil- 
osophy," London, 1880), Dr. James Martineau ("A 
Study of Spinoza," London, 1883), and Dr. John Caird, 
("Spinoza," Edinburgh, 1888), will be found helpful to a 
comprehension of his system. They are written from 
different points of view, and will serve to supplement 
each other. Pollock lays especial stress on the sci- 
entific side of Spinoza's thought, and emphasizes the 
harmony of some of his doctrines with the concep- 
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tions of modern science. His book is full of valu- 
able information communicated in a very clear and 
straightforward way. His admiration for the philoso- 
pher, however, makes him, in my judgment, a little blind 
to his errors in reasoning, and inclined to pass lightly 
over that aspect of his philosophy which finds its ex- 
planation in his Jewish birth and training. Dr. Mar- 
tineau gives more attention to Spinoza's metaphysics, 
and his criticisms will be found acute and suggestive. 
Dr. Caird writes from what one may call the Neo- 
Hegelian point of view, and is most in sympathy with 
what Pollock is inclined to explain away. If one is 
unable to procure all three of these books, and has to 
choose a single one, he would better take the first men- 
tioned. 

For most of our information concerning the life of 
Spinoza we are indebted to Colerus. An old English 
version of Colerus* account is reprinted by Pollock 
(pp. cit.^ Appendix A.). It gives a vivid picture of the 
man and his surroundings. Both Pollock and Mar- 
tineau (especially the latter) devote a good deal of 
space to Spinoza's life. In connection with the above 
it would be well to read four essays on Spinoza by 
Land, Kuno Fischer, Van Vloten, and Renan, which 
have been edited in an English dress by Professor 
Knight of St. Andrews (London and Edinburgh, 
1882). The German reader will enjoy Auerbach's 
historical romance (**Spinoza, Ein Denkerleben," Stutt- 
gart, 1880. A translation by Charles T. Brooks, New 
York, 1882), which is excellent. 
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BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH. 

Baruch de Spinoza was born at Amsterdam, No- 
vember 24, 1632. He was the son of Spanish or Portu- 
guese Jews who had taken refuge in the Netherlands 
from the cruel persecutions directed against their race 
in the Peninsula. His early education, which was 
entirely Jewish, was probably largely confined to the 
study of the Hebrew language and literature, in which, 
at the age of fifteen, he was regarded as a very prom- 
ising scholar. Latin he learned from the free-thinking 
physician Francis van den Ende, from whom also he 
may have gotten his knowledge of German, his initi- 
ation into the sciences, and an introduction to the 
works of Giordano Bruno and Descartes. He was 
acquainted with Spanish and Portuguese, as these lan- 
guages were spoken in the Jewish colony to which he 
belonged, and one of them was his mother tongue. 
Italian he learned, probably, from his teacher, the 
Rabbi Morteira, who was a Venetian. Dutch he 
never used with fluency, although he spent his life in 
Holland. 

His studies and the reflections to which they gave 
rise produced in him a gradual separation from the 
faith of his fathers. In 1656 it was deemed necessary 
by the rulers of the synagogue at Amsterdam to take 
steps to remove the scandal occasioned by his hereti- 
cal opinions and his lax observance of the ceremonial 
law. He was offered an annuity of 1000 florins on 
condition of an outward conformity. This being 
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refused, he was excommunicated for thirty days. 
During this period, as he was one evening leaving the 
Portuguese synagogue, he was set upon by an unknown 
man armed with a dagger, who, however, succeeded 
only in piercing his coat. After this event he removed 
from Amsterdam to the house of a friend — himself a 
heretic, as he belonged to the sect of the Collegiants — 
two or three miles from the city, on the Ouwerkerk 
road. On the 27th of July, 1656, he was formally 
excommunicated, and cut off from his people. This 
was the occasion of his substituting for his Hebrew 
name Baruch, its Latin equivalent Benedict. 

Spinoza had learned the art of making lenses for 
optical instruments, and he now supported himself by 
it. He acquired a reputation as an optician, and was 
consulted in this capacity by Leibnitz and Huygens. 
About the beginning of the year 166 1 he moved with 
his CoUegiant friend to Rijnsburg, near Leyden. 
Three years later he moved again to Voorburg, a 
suburb of The Hague, where he spent six years. In 
1670 he took up his residence in The Hague, and there 
lived until his death, which occurred on February 
21, 1677. 

Spinoza lived much alone — in part, probably, from 
choice, but also in part from necessity. His separa- 
tion from his kindred was complete after his excom- 
munication. On the death of his father, his two sisters 
made an effort to deprive him of his share of the 
inheritance, on the ground that he was a heretic and 
cut off from Israel. An appeal to the civil power 
established his right, but he afterward voluntarily 
resigned to his sisters all that came to him except one 
bed. As he never joined any Christian sect, his com- 
panionship with Christians was necessarily not of the 
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closest, and his opinions, which he took no great pains 
to conceal, inspired with horror many who would have 
been drawn to him by the beauty of his life. Yet he 
had a limited number of enthusiastic disciples who 
studied his manuscript works with ardor, and addressed 
him as master. He acquired the friendship of persons 
high in position, notably of the De Witt brothers, and of 
a number of scholars who addressed to him letters on 
scientific and philosophical subjects. Not the least 
interesting part of his writings is this correspondence, 
which throws light on several important points in his 
philosophy. At the time of the French invasion of 
the Netherlands in 1672, he was sent for by the Prince 
of Cond6, who wished to make his acquaintance. On 
his arrival at the camp he found the Prince absent, 
but was informed that he could probably obtain a 
pension from Louis XIV. by dedicating some work to 
that monarch. This offer he refused. 

Occupied with his philosophical studies and cor- 
respondence, and with his manual labor, Spinoza led a 
quiet and laborious life, sometimes remaining in his 
apartments for days together. His simple recreations 
were smoking an occasional pipe of tobacco and con- 
versing on ordinary matters with the people of the 
house, watching the habits and quarrels of spiders, 
working with a microscope, and making sketches of 
his friends with ink or charcoal, in which last exercise 
he appears to have had some skill. A book of such 
sketches was in existence after his death. 

The character of Spinoza was singularly pure and 
beautiful. With a single-minded devotion to truth, 
and a willingness to suffer martyrdom for his con- 
victions, he combined an earnest desire for a tranquil 
and quiet life, and a catholicity of sympathy which 



Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



8 BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH. 

manifested itself in a generous tolerance. Though he 
had suffered for his opinions at the hands of both Jew 
and Christian, toward neither does he show any trace 
of bitterness or spite. The material goods valued by 
the multitude — money, position, reputation — he re- 
garded with the indifference of the Stoic sage. A gift 
of 2000 florins from Simon de Vries, a disciple and 
admirer, was refused ; and when, later, De Vries wished 
to make the philosopher his heir, Spinoza dissuaded 
him from the act, saying that the money. ought to pass 
to the natural heir, a brother of De Vries. The estate 
was so disposed of, but with the proviso that a pension 
be paid to Spinoza during his lifetime. The heir 
having fixed this pension at 500 florins, Spinoza 
declared the sum excessive, and refused to accept 
more than 300. When the Elector Palatine Charles 
Lewis offered him the chair of Philosophy at Heidel- 
berg, it was declined on the ground that the duties 
attached to it might interfere with philosophical re- 
search, that liberty of thought and expression might 
be restricted, and that he preferred the quiet of private 
life to the honor of the position tendered him. The 
picture of this private life left us by Colerus, the 
Lutheran minister who afterward occupied apartments 
Spinoza had lived in at The Hague, shows it to have 
been simple and frugal in the extreme. A number of 
sensational stories concerning his death-bed were cir- 
culated soon after his death. They are all denied by 
Colerus. For years Spinoza had suffered from con- 
sumption, but his death was sudden and unexpected. 
On the morning of the day in which he died, he came 
down and conversed with the people of the house. In 
the afternoon he passed away while alone with his 
friend and physician Lewis Meyer. There is every 
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reason to believe that his death was as quiet and 
peaceful as his life. His estate scarcely more than 
sufficed to pay his debts and the expenses of his 
funeral. 

The only bit of romance his biographers have con- 
nected with his life must be received with hesitation. 
The story goes that Van den Ende, under whom, as 
has been said, Spinoza acquired the Latin, was assisted 
in his teaching by his daughter Clara, a young woman 
of learning and intelligence. Spinoza became her lover, 
but was defeated by a more fortunate rival named Ker- 
kering, who was his fellow-pupil, and whose addresses 
were made irresistible by the gift of a valuable neck- 
lace. It is true that Van den Ende*s daughter Clara 
married a man named Kerkkrinck, but the marriage 
took place in 167 1, and the bride was then only twen- 
ty-seven years old. She could not, consequently, have 
been more than twelve when Spinoza left Amsterdam. 
Besides this, the reputed rival was seven years younger 
than Spinoza, and it is not likely that they both stud- 
ied under Van den Ende at an age in which rivalry 
could arise between them. It is, however, possible 
that Spinoza kept up his visits to the house of his 
former teacher after he took up his residence out of 
the city, and we have in this possibility a straw for 
those to cling to who wish to believe in the story of 
his love. Yet there is little in the life or writings of 
the philosopher to indicate that he was susceptible to 
a romantic passion. He lived in a world of the intel- 
lect and not of the emotions. 

Only two of Spinoza's works were published during 
his lifetime. The first was a summary of the first 
and second parts, and a portion of the third part, of 
Descartes* " Principles of Philosophy," arranged in 



Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



lO BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH. 

the form of mathematical demonstration. This ap- 
peared at Amsterdam in 1663. In 1670 he put forth 
anonymously the "Tractatus Theologico-Politicus/* 
which is an attempt to prove not only that freedom of 
thought and speech may be granted without danger to 
piety and the peace of the commonwealth, but also 
that such freedom cannot be denied without danger 
to both. To prove his point he enters into an exhaust- 
ive examination of the nature of prophecy, the author- 
ity of the Biblical writers, the principles of interpreta- 
tion, and the relation of theotegy to philosophy, all of 
which subjects he handles with the utmost freedom 
and boldness. His methods are those of the modern 
school of historical criticism, and it was but natural 
that both methods and results should give offense. 
Especially offensive was his Erastian doctrine of the 
supremacy of the state in matters ecclesiastical. The 
book was speedily condemned by the Reformed 
churches and put on the Index of the Church of 
Rome. 

Spinoza had arranged that after his death the desk 
containing his letters and unpublished manuscripts 
should be carried to Jan Rieuwertz, a publisher at 
Amsterdam. This was done, and in the same year 
(1677) appeared the " Opera Posthuma," which con- 
tained the " Ethics,'* the ** Tractatus Politicus," the 
unfinished "Tractatus de Intellectus Emendatione," 
a selection of the letters written to Spinoza by various 
scholars, and his answers to them, and a ** Compen- 
dium of Hebrew Grammar." In 1687 was printed at 
The Hague Spinoza's brief " Treatise on the Rainbow," 
which for years was supposed to have perished, but 
was discovered and reprinted in 1862 by Dr. J. van 
Vloten in a supplement to an edition of Spinoza's 



Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



SOURCES or SPINOZA*S PHILOSOPHY. 11 

works. In the same supplement appeared for the 
first time the early essay entitled, " A Short Treatise 
on God, and on. Man and his Happiness.'* A few let- 
ters not contained in the collection of the ** Opera 
Posthuma " have since been published. 



SOURCES OF SPINOZA'S PHILOSOPHY. 

Some have held that the philosophy of Spinoza is 
simply the natural and logical outcome of the philos- 
ophy of Descartes, inasmuch as the former brings to 
light what was implicit in the latter. It must be ad- 
mitted that no careful reader of the Cartesian '^Med" 
itations " and " Principles of Philosophy " can overlook 
passages which appear to belong more properly to the 
later system, and which, more fully developed, might 
have led to some of its leading ideas. Nevertheless, 
the thorough-going moinsni and naturalism of Spinoza, 
his repudiation of every anthropomorphic conception 
of the Deity, the essentially religious character of his 
thought, are not Cartesian. Born a Jew, and early im- 
pregnated with the Jewish literature and philosophy, it 
is scarcely conceivable that it should not have colored 
his thinking. Although but one direct reference to the 
Kabbala occurs in his writings, and that one is contemp- 
tuous in tone, it is sufficiently evident that the Neo- 
Platonic conceptions at the root of the Jewish phil- 
osophy have contributed much to the form and spirit 
of his doctrine. It is quite possible also that his views 
of nature were influenced by the writings of Giordano 
Bruno, between whose teachings and those of Spinoza 
there are close analogies. The mind of a philosopher 
is not a mere aggregate of independent elements, easily 
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separated and traced to diflFerent sources; but if we 
venture to make the distinction between Spinoza the 
scientific thinker and Spinoza the religious philosopher, 
we may regard the former as the child of Descartes, 
but not the latter. Yet even in matters pertaining to 
science, Spinoza often comes nearer to modern concep- 
tions than his predecessor. 
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BRIEF EXPOSITION OF SPINOZA'S SYSTEM. 
SPINOZA'S INFLUENCE UPON SUBSEQUENT 
THINKING. 

Influenced by the conceptions at the root of the 
mediaeval Jewish philosophy^ .Spinoza transformed 
the Cartesian doctrine of two independent substances, 
mind and matter, into a pantheistic doctrine which 
recognizes but one substance, God, of which thought 
and extension are mere manifestations. 

Substance is defined as that which is in itself, and 
is conceived through itself. Only one substance can 
exist, and this must be infinite, and self-caused. It is 
the real cause of all that exists, and, indeed, is all that 
exists, for all things are but manifestations of the one 
substance, which unfolds itself in manifold forms 
through an inner necessity of its nature. This sub- 
stance is God, a being not outside of the world and 
acting upon it as men exercise their activity upon 
external things, but an immanent cause, the very 
being of whatever is. 

Attribute is defined as that which the undei^tanding 
perceives as constituting the ' essence of substance. 
Substance consists of an infinite number of infinite 
attributes, only two of which can be known by us. 
These two are thought and extension. Each attribute 
expresses, though in a different way, the essence of 
the one substance. Hence different attributes, while 
they are conceived as distinct, are not really different 
entities, independent substances, but the one thing 

»3 
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viewed under different aspects. God isy therefore, a 
thinking bein ^ in so far as he is contemplate^ under 
the attribute of thought, and he is extended in so far 
as he is'contemplated under the attribute of extension. 
The same may be said" in the case of all the other 
attributes to us unknown. Between diflFerent attri- 

r 

butes there cannot be any interaction. The spiritual 
cannot act upon the material, nor the material upon 
the spiritual. As aspects of the same thing they are 
absolutely parallel and perfectly correspond, but they 
can exercise upon each other no influence. Only 
body can act upon body, and thought upon thought. 

Modes are individual things. The modes of the 
attribute thought are ideas. Those of the attribute 
extension are material things, or bodies. As it is the 
one substance that is revealed under the two attributes 
thought and extension, a body and the idea of that 
body are one and the same thing expressed in two 
ways. The order and connection of things is, there- 
fore, identical with the order and connection of ideas. 
For every mode in the attribute of extension there is 
a corresponding mode in the attribute of thought, and 
in each of the other attributes. All the modes in 
each attribute are causally connected with each other, 
and form an endless chain of causes and eflFects. 

The human body is a mode in the attribute exten- 
sion, and the human mind the corresponding mode in 
the attribute thought. Consequently, the mind cannot 
act upon the body, nor the body upon the mind. All 
the actions of the body must be explained by material 
causes, and all changes in ideas by reference to other 
ideas. Both physical and mental changes follow un- 1 
varying laws, and there is no possibility of freedom, I 
in the common acceptation of the word. " Nothing 
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in the universe is contingent, but all things are de- 
termined by the necessity of the divine nature to- 
exist and act in a definite manner.*' When men, 
therefore, believe themselves possessed of free will, it 
is because they are conscious that they will and desire, 
but are ignorant of the causes which have impelled 
them to do so. 

Man necessarily seeks what he deems to be useful 
to him, and that alone is useful which preserves and 
exalts his being. The terms good and evil indicate 
nothing really in things regarded in themselves ; by 
good we mean what we know to be useful to us, and 
by evil, what we know to be a hindrance to us in the 
attainment of any good. But the true b eing of the 
mind is knowledge ; an d the mind^ in so far as it 
naakes use of reason, judges nothing to be good, save 
such things as conduce to knowledge. The highest 
good of th e mind is the knowledge of God, and in the 
imell ec t ual ToveoTGoS "Sbek "mane's blessedness consist. 
Blessedness is thus not the reward of virtue, but is 
virtue itself. The ign orant man is in bonJage to 
passion ; thd Tirise man alone is free. In so far as 
he is wise, he is not disturbed in spirit ; but, conscious 
of himself, of God, and of things, by a certain eternal 
necessity, he never ceases to be^ but is immortal and 
possesses true peace. The way that leads to this 
result may seem difficult, but it may be found. " All 
things excellent are as difficult as they are' rare." 

Spinoza never founded a school as did Descartes. 
For this the intense theological antagonism he has 
aroused has been partly responsible. He appears to 
have been very imperfectly understood, and, indeed, 
except for an occasional unfriendly criticism, almost 
overlooked^ by the learned world during the century 
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succeeding his death. He was brought before the 
German mind by Lessing and Jacobi in the latter 
part of the last century, and has deeply influenced it 
since. Lessing, Goethe, Herder, Fichte, Schelling, and 
Hegel owe him much. Coleridge, who regarded the 
" Ethics " as one of the three greatest works since the 
introduction of Christianity, brought him from Ger- 
many to England. He has, however, had more in- 
fluence upon English literature and theology than 
upon the course of English philosophy. On French 
soil Spinozism has never flourished. In our own 
time there has been a revival of interest in Spinoza 
among Dutch scholars, resulting in a celebration with 
fitting ceremonies of the two hundreth anniversary of 
his death, and the erection of the statue of the philos- 
opher at The Hague, where he spent the last years of 
his life. The widespread interest of men of letters in 
his thought and personality is revealed by the fact 
that thirteen nations were represented on the com- 
mittee charged with the erection of the statue. At the 
present time this interest is evidently increasing. 
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THE PHILOSOPHY OF SPINOZA. 
XCbe iBtbiCB. 

PART L 

OF GOD. 

Definitions, 

1. By cause of itself I mean that the essence of 
which involves existence, or that the nature of which 
cannot be conceived except as existing. 

2. A thing that can be limited by another of the 
same nature is said to be finite in its kind. For ex- 
ample, body is said to be finite because we always 
conceive a larger. So thought is limited by another 
thought. But body is not limited by thought, nor 
thought by body. 

3. By substance I mean that which is in itself, and 
is conceived by means of itself ; that is, that the con- 
ception of which does not need the conception of any 
other thing out of which to be formed.^ 

4. By attribute I mean that which the intellect 
perceives of substance as constituting its essence. 

5. By mode I mean the modifications of substance, 
or that which is in something else, through which also 
it is conceived. 

6. By God I mean a being absolutely infinite, 
that is, a substance consisting of infinite attributes, 

»9 
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of which each one expresses an eternal and infinite 
essence. 

Explanation. — I say absolutely infinite, not infinite 
in its kind. For of that which is infinite only in its 
kind, we can deny infinite attributes ; but to the 
essence of that which is absolutely infinite belongs 
whatever expresses that essence and involves no ne- 
gation. 

7. A thing will be termed free which exists solely 
of the necessity of its nature, and is determined to 
action by itself alone ; it will be termed necessary^ or 
rather coerced, if it be determined by some other to 
exist and to apt in a definite and determinate way. 

8. By eternity I mean existence itself, in so far 
as it is conceived to follow necessarily from the mere 
definition of the thing that is eternal. 

Explanation. — For such existence, as eternal truth, 
is conceived as the essence of the thing, and hence 
cannot be explained by duration or time, even if 
the duration be conceived as wanting beginning 
and end. 

Axioms, 

1. Everything that is, is either in itself or in some- 
thing else. 

2. That which cannot be conceived through some- 
thing else must be conceived by means of itself. 

3. From a given determinate cause there neces- 
sarily follows an effect, and, on the other hand, if no 
determinate cause be given, it is impossible for an 
effect to follow. 

4. Knowledge of the effect depends upon knowl- 
edge of the cause, and involves it. 

5. Things having nothing in Common with each 
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Other cannot be comprehended by means of one 
another, that is, the conception of the one does not 
involve the conception of the other. 

6. A true idea must agree with that which it rep- 
resents. 

7. The essence of whatever can be conceived as 
not existing, does not involve existence. 

Prop. i. Substance is by nature prior to its modifi- 
cations. 

Proof, — This is evident from defs, 3 and 5. 

Prop. 2. Two substances having different attributes 
have nothing in common with each other. 

Proof, — This also is evident from def, 3 ; for each 
must be in itself and must be conceived by means of 
itself, that is, the conception of the one does not in- 
volve the conception of the other. 

Prop. 3. Of things having nothing in common with 
each ether ^ the one cannot be the cause of the other. 

Proof. — If they have nothing in common with each 
other then {axiom 5) they cannot be comprehended 
by means of one another ; and therefore {axiom 4), 
the one cannot be the cause of the other. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 4. Two or more distinct things are distin- 
guished from one another either by the diversity of the 
attributes of the substances or by the diversity of their 
modifications. 

Proof. — Everything that is, is either in itself or in 
something else {axiom i), that is {defs. 3 and $\ be- 
sides the understanding, there is nothing but sub- 
stances and their modifications. 

Besides the understanding, therefore, there is noth- 
ing by which a plurality of things could be distin- 
guished from one another, except substances, or, which 
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is the same thing (axiom 4), their attributes and their 
modifications. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 5. There cannot be in nature two or more sub- 
stances of the same nature or attribute. 

Proof, — If there were several distinct substances, 
they would have to be distinguished from one another 
either by the diversity of their attributes or by the 
diversity of their modifications (by the preceding propo- 
sition). If only by the diversity of their attributes, it 
will be admitted that there is but one of the same 
attribute. But if by the diversity of their modifica- 
tions, then, since a substance is by nature prior to its 
modifications (i '''), its modifications being laid aside, 
and it being considered in itself, that is (def, 3 and 
axiom 6) considered truly, it will not be possible to 
conceive it as distinguished from another substance ; 
that is (by the preceding proposition)^ it will not be pos- 
sible for several substances to exist, but only one. 
Q. E. D. 

Prop. 6. One substance cannot be produced by 
another substance. 

Proof, — There cannot be in nature two substances 
with the same attribute (by the preceding proposition)^ 
that is (2), two substances which have something in 
common with each other ; and consequently (3), one 

* The meaning of the references occurring in the text would 
seem to be sufficiently plain ; but to avoid possible misconception 
it may be well to state that where reference is made to a 
proposition, definition, etc., in the same Part, the number 
of the proposition or definition only is given : where the passage 
referred to is in another Part, the Part is indicated by Roman 
numerals. When the reference is to something omitted in this 
volume, the passage leferred to, or its equivalent, is given in a foot- 
note." Most of the references are to propositions, and in such 
cases the numbers stand alone. — Tr. 
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cannot be the cause of the other, or one cannot be 
produced by the other. Q. E. D. 

Corollary. — Hence it follows that a substance can- 
not be produced by anything else. For there is in 
nature nothing except substances and their modifi- 
cations, as is evident from axiom i and defs, 3 and 5. 
But it cannot be produced by substance {py the pre- 
ceding proposition) ; therefore substance absolutely 
cannot be produced by anything else. 

Another Proof, — This is even more easily proved 
from the absurdity of its contradictory. For if a sub- 
stance could be produced by anything else, a know- 
ledge of it would have to depend upon a knowledge of 
its cause (axiom 4) ; and consequently {def, 3), it 
would not be a substance. 

Prop. 7. // belongs to the nature of substance to 
exist. 

Proof. — Substance cannot be produced by anything 
else (by the corollary to the preceding proposition)y and 
thus is its own cause, that is (def. i), its essence neces- 
sarily involves existence, or, it belongs to its nature to 
exist. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 8. Every substance is necessarily infinite. 

Prjoof. — But a single substance with the one attri- 
bute exists (5), and it belongs to its nature to exist 
(7) ; it will, therefore, belong to its nature to exist 
either as finite or as infinite. But it is not finite. 
For {def 2) it should in that case be limited by 
another of the same nature, which also should neces- 
sarily exist (7) ; consequently there would be two 
substances with the same attribute, which is absurd 
(5). It exists, therefore, as infinite. Q. E. D. 

Scholium i. — Since being finite is in fact partly a 
negation, and being infinite an absolute affirmation of 
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the existence of a nature, it follows from prop. 7 alone, 
that every substance must be infinite. 

Scholium 2. — I have no doubt that all who judge of 
things confusedly and are not accustomed to know 
things by their first causes find it hard to comprehend 
the proof of the seventh proposition ; and no wonder, 
since they do not distinguish the modifications of sub- 
stances from the substances themselves, nor do they 
know how things are produced. Whence it comes to 
pass that they attribute to substances the beginning 
which natural objects seem to have. For those who 
do not know the true causes of things confuse them 
all, and without any repugnance of mind fancy trees 
talking as well as men, imagine men formed out of 
stones as well as out of seed, and conceive of any 
forms at all as changed into any others. Thus also 
those who confuse the divine nature with the human 
readily attribute to God human emotion, especially 
so long as they do not know how emotions are pro- 
duced in the mind. If, however, men would attend 
to the nature of substance, they would not in the least 
doubt of the truth of prop. 7 ; indeed that proposi- 
tion would be held as an axiom by all, and would 
be accounted one of the notions common to all. For 
by substance they would mean that which is in itself 
and is conceived by means of itself ; that is, that the 
knowledge of which does not require the knowledge 
of any other thing. But by modification they would 
mean that which is in something else — that the con- 
ception of which is formed from the conception of the 
thing in which it is. Wherefore we can have true 
ideas of non-existent modifications ; inasmuch as, al- 
though they do not exist actually outside the under- 
standing, still their essence is so comprehended in 
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something else that they can be conceived by means 
of that. But substances have not any truth outside 
the understanding, except in themselves, because they 
are conceived by means of themselves. Were one, 
therefore, to say that he has a clear and distinct — that 
is, a true — idea of substance, and nevertheless doubts 
whether such substance exists, it would be, by Her- 
cules, the same as saying that he has a true idea, and 
nevertheless doubts whether it be false or not (as is 
plain enough to one who considers it); or, if one affirm 
that substance is created, he at the same time affirms 
that a false idea has become true, than which assuredly 
nothing more absurd can be conceived. Consequently 
it must necessarily be admitted that the existence of 
substance, like its essence, is an eternal truth. And 
hence we have another argument to prove that there 
is but one substance of a given kind ; which I have 
thought it worth while here to show. To do this 
methodically, one should note— ^rx/, that a true defi- 
nition of any thing involves and expresses nothing ex- 
cept the nature of the thing defined. Whence follows 
the second point, that no definition involves or expresses 
any definite number of individuals, since it expresses 
nothing except the nature of the thing defined. 
For example, the definition t)f a triangle expresses 
nothing except the simple nature of the triangle; 
and not any definite number of triangles. In the third 
place, one should note that there is necessarily for 
each existing thing some definite cause, by reason of 
which it exists. Finally, in the fourth place, one 
should note that this cause by reason of which any given 
thing exists either must be contained in the very 
nature and definition of the existing thing {because it 
belongs to its nature to exist) ^ or must be outside of it. 
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Given these points, it follows that, if in nature there 
exist any given number of individuals, there must neces- 
sarily be a cause by reason of which those individuals, 
and not more or less, exist. If, for example, there 
exist in the world twenty men (whom, for the sake of 
greater clearness, I suppose to exist at once, and that no 
others have existed in nature before), in order to give a 
reason why twenty men exist, it will not be enough to 
show the cause of human nature in general, but it will 
be also necessary to show the reason why not more nor 
less than twenty exist ; inasmuch as (by point 3) for each 
there must necessarily be a cause why he exists. But 
this cause {by points 2 and 3) cannot be contained in 
human nature itself, inasmuch as the true definition 
of man does not involve the number twenty. Hence 
{by point 4) the reason why these twenty men exist, 
and, consequently, why each exists, must necessarily 
be outside of each ; and therefore one must con- 
clude absolutely that everything of the nature of 
which several individuals can exist must neces- 
sarily, in order that they may exist, have an exter- 
nal cause. And indeed» since it belongs to the nature 
of substance to exist {by what has already been shown in 
this scholium)^ its definition must involve necessary ex- 
istence, and consequently, solely from its definition, its 
existence must be inferred. But from its definition 
{as we have already shown in points 2 and 3), the ex- 
istence of several substances cannot follow. It there- 
fore follows therefrom, necessarily, that only one of a 
given nature exists, as was maintained. 

Prop. 9. The more reality or being each thing haSy 
the more attributes properly belong to it. 

Proof, — This is evident, from def. 4. 

Prop. 10. Each attribute of the one substance must be 
conceived by means of itself. 
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Proof, — An attribute is that which the understand- 
ing perceives of the substance as constituting its 
essence (def, 4) ; and so (def, 3) it must be conceived 
by means of itself. Q. E. D. 

Scholiidtn, — From this it appears that, even if two 
attributes be conceived as really distinct, that is, one 
without the aid of the other, we nevertheless cannot 
from that conclude that they constitute two beings 
or two different substances. For it is of the nature of 
substance that each of its attributes be conceived by 
means of itself ; inasmuch as all the attributes it has 
have always been in it together, and no one could 
have been produced by any other ; but each one 
expresses the reality or being of the substance. It is, 
therefore, far from absurd to attribute to one substance 
several attributes ; indeed, nothing in nature is clearer 
than that each being must be conceived under some 
attribute, and that, the more reality or being it has, 
the more attributes will it have expressing both its 
necessity or eternity and its infinity ; and, conse- 
quently, nothing is clearer than that a being absolutely 
infinite must necessarily be defined (as we have said 
in def. 6.) as a being that consists of infinite attributes, 
each of which expresses a certain eternal and infinite 
essence. If, however, one ask : By what mark, then, 
shall we be able to tell diversity of substances ? let 
him read the following propositions, which show that 
but a single substance exists in nature, and that it is 
absolutely infinite. Hence this mark would be sought 
in vain. 

Prop. ii. GodyOr a substance consisting of infinite 
attributes, each expressing an eternal and infinite essence^ 
necessarily exists. 

Proof — If you deny it, conceive, if you can, that 
God does not exist. Then (axiom 7), his essence 
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does not involve existence. But this (7) is absurd. 
Therefore God necessarily exists. Q. E. D. 

Another Proof. — For everything a cause or reason 
must be assigned, either why it exists, or why it does 
not exist. For example, if a triangle exist, a reason 
or cause must be given why it exists ; if, however, it does 
not exist, the reason also or cause must be given 
which prevents its existing, or which does away with 
its existence. Now this reason or cause must be con- 
tained either in the thing's nature or outside of it. 
For example, the reason why a square circle does not 
exist is indicated by its very nature, plainly, because 
it involves a contradiction. On the other hand, the 
reason why substance exists follows from its nature 
alone, that is, it involves existence (7). But the 
reason why a circle or triangle exists, or why it does 
not exist, does not follow from their nature, but from 
the disposition of corporeal nature as a whole. For 
from it, it must follow, either that a triangle necessarily 
exists, or that it is impossible it should exist. These 
things are self-evident. Whence it follows that that 
for which no reason or cause is given which prevents 
its existing necessarily exists. And so, if no cause or 
reason can be given that prevents God's existing, or 
that does away with his existence, we absolutely must 
conclude that he necessarily exists. But if there were 
such a reason or cause, it would have to be either in 
the very nature of God or outside of it, that is, in some 
other substance of another nature. For if it were of 
the same nature, it would, by that very fact, be con- 
ceded that there is a God. But a substance of another 
nature could have nothing in common with God (2), 
and hence could not be used either to prove or to 
disprove his existence. Since, therefore, any reason 
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or cause which does away with God*s existence can 
not be outside the divine nature, it must necessarily 
be — if indeed he does not exist — in his nature itself, 
which would involve a contradiction. Now to affirm 
this of an absolutely infinite and supremely perfect 
being is absurd ; therefore, neither in nor out of God 
is there any cause or reason which does away with 
his existence ; and consequently God necessarily 
exists. Q. E. D. 

Afwther Proof, — To be able not to exist is want of 
power, and, on the other hand, to be able to exist is 
power {as is self-evident) . If, therefore, only finite be- 
ings necessarily exist, finite beings are more powerful 
than the absolutely infinite being ; and this (as is self- 
evident) is absurd. Therefore, either nothing exists, 
or an absolutely infinite being also necessarily exists. 
But we exist either in ourselves, or in some other, 
which necessarily exists (see axioms i and 7). There- 
fore, a being absolutely infinite, that is (def, 6), God, 
necessarily exists. Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — In this last proof I have wished to show 
the existence of God a posteriori^ that the proof might 
be the more readily comprehended ; not, however, 
that the existence of God does not follow a priori 
from the same ground. For, since the ability to ex- 
ist is power, it follows that, the more reality properly 
belongs to the nature of anything, the more power it 
has of itself to exist ; and, hence, that an absolutely 
infinite being, or God, has of himself an absolutely in- 
finite power of existing, and he, therefore, absolutely 
exists. Still, many will perhaps not readily be able to 
see the evident character of this proof, because they 
are accustomed to contemplating only those things 
that flow from external causes ; and, of these, these 
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that quickly come into being, that is, that easily exist, 
they see perish easily ; and, on the other hand, they 
judge those things harder to bring to pass — that is, not 
so ready to exist — which they conceive as having more 
properties. To free them from these prejudices, I 
need not here show how this saying : " What quickly 
comes into being, quickly perishes,'* is true, nor yet 
whether, with respect to the whole of nature, all 
things are equally easy or not. It is enough to note 
this alone — that I am here speaking, not of things 
which come to be by external causes, but of sub- 
stances only, which (6) can be produced by no exter- 
nal cause. For things which come to be by external 
causes, whether they consist of many parts or few, 
owe whatever perfection or reality they have entirely 
to the virtue of some external cause, and thus their 
existence arises only from the perfection of the exter- 
nal cause, and not from their own. On the other 
hand, whatever perfection a substance has, it owes 
to no external cause ; wherefore, even its existence 
must follow from its nature alone, and consequently 
is nothing other than its essence. Perfection, then, 
does not do away with the existence of a thing, but, on 
the contrary, posits it ; but imperfection does away 
with it. Therefore we cannot be more certain of the 
existence of anything than of the existence of an ab- 
solutely infinite or perfect being, that is, of God. For, 
insomuch as his essence excludes all imperfection, and 
involves absolute perfection, it, by that very fact, does 
away with all reason for doubting his existence, and 
gives it the highest certainty, which, I think, will be 
clear to one paying even moderate attention.* 

Prop. 12. No attribute of substance can be truly 
conceived from which it would follow, that substance 
can be divided. 
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Proof, — The parts into which substance thus con- 
ceived would be divided will either retain the nature 
of substance, or will not. If the former, then (8) each 
part will have to be infinite and (6) its own cause, 
and (5) will have to consist of a different attribute, 
and thus, out of one substance, several could be made, 
which (6) is absurd. Add to this, that the parts (2) 
would have nothing in common with their whole, and 
that it would be possible for the whole (defs, 4 and 10) 
both to be and to be conceived without its parts, which 
no one can doubt to be absurd. But if the latter be 
affirmed, that the parts will not retain the nature of 
substance, then, if the whole substance were divided 
into equal parts, it would lose the nature of substance 
and would cease to be, which (7) is absurd. 

Prop. 13. Absolutely infinite substance is indivisible. 

Proof. — If it were divisible, the parts into which it 
would be divided will either retain the nature of ab- 
solutely infinite substance or will not. If the former, 
there will then iJe several substances of the same na- 
ture, which (5) is absurd. If the latter be assumed, 
then (as above) it will be possible for a substance 
absolutely infinite to cease to be, which (11) is also 
absurd. 

Corollary, — From this it follows that no substance, 
and consequently no corporeal substance, in so far as 
it is substance, is divisible. 

Scholium, — That substance is indivisible is more 
simply apprehended from the mere fact that the 
nature of substance cannot be conceived except as 
infinite, and that by a part of substance nothing can 
be meant except finite substance, which (8) involves a 
manifest contradiction. 

Prop. 14. Besides God^ no substance can either be 
or be conceived. 
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Proof, — Since God is a being absolutely infinite, 
of whom no attribute that expresses the essence of 
substance can be denied {def, 6), and since he neces- 
sarily exists (ii), if there were any substance besides 
God, it would have to be explained by some attribute 
of God, and thus there would exist two substances 
with the same attribute, which (5) is absurd. There- 
fore no substance besides God can exist, and, conse- 
quently, one cannot even be conceived. For if it 
could be conceived, it would necessarily have to be 
conceived as existing ; but {by the first part of this 
proof) this is absurd. Therefore, besides God there 
can neither be nor be conceived any substance. 
Q. E. D. 

Corollary i. — Hence it very clearly follows : first, 
that God is one, that is (def, 6), that there is in nature 
but one substance, and that it is absolutely infinite, 
as we have just intimated in the scholium to proposi- 
tion 10. 

Corollary 2. — It follows, second, that extension and 
thought are either attributes of God, or {axiom i) are 
modifications of the attributes of God. 

Prop. 15. Whatever isy is in God, and without God 
nothing can either be or be conceived. 

Proof. — Besides God, there neither is nor can be 
conceived any substance (14), that is {def 3), a thing 
which is in itself and is conceived by means of itself. 
Modes, however {def. 5), without a substance can 
neither be nor be conceived ; whence they can be 
only in the divine nature, and can be conceived by 
means of it alone. But, besides substances and 
modes, there is nothing {axiom i). Therefore, with- 
out God nothing can either be or be conceived. 
Q. E. D. 
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j Scholium. — There are some who fancy God like a 

j man, consisting of body and mind, and subject to pas- 

i sions. How far these are from a true knowledge of 

' God is sufficiently evident from what has already been 

proved. But I pass them by. For all who have to 
any extent contemplated the divine nature deny that 
God is corporeal ; which also they well prove from 
this, that by body we mean a certain quantity, having 
length, breadth, and depth, bounded by some definite 
I figure, than which nothing more absurd can be said 

of God, who is a being absolutely infinite. Never- 
theless, sometimes, by other arguments with which 
they try to prove this point, they clearly show that 
they entirely sunder corporeal or extended substance 
itself from the divine nature, and maintain that it has 
been created by God. By what divine power, how- 
ever, it could have been created, they do not know at 
all ; which clearly shows that they do not themselves 
understand what they say. I, for my part, have 
proved clearly enough, in my own opinion at least 
{see 6, cor.^ and 8, schol, 2), that no substance can be 
produced or created by another. Furthermore, in 
prop. 14, we have shown that besides God there can 
neither be nor be conceived any substance ; and hence 
we have concluded that extended substance is one of 
the infinite attributes of God. However, for the sake 
ot a fuller explanation, I will refute the arguments of 
my opponents, which all come back to this : In the 
first place, that corporeal substance, in so far as it is 
substance, consists, as they think, of parts ; and they 
therefore deny that it can be infinite, and conse- 
quently that it can pertain to God. And this they 
illustrate by many instances, one or two of which I 
will quote. If, they say, corporeal substance is infinite^ 
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let it be conceived as divided into two parts ; each 
part will be either finite or infinite. If the former, 
then is the infinite composed of two finite parts, which 
is absurd. If the latter, then there is an infinite twice 
as great as another infinite, which is also absurd. 
Further, if an infinite quantity be measured by por- 
tions a foot in length, it will have to consist of an 
infinite number of such portions, as it will also if it be 
measured by portions an inch in length ; and, there- 
fore, one infinite number will be twelve times as great 
as another infinite. Finally, if, from one point of any 
infinite quantity, two lines, as A B^ A C, be drawn 




to infinity ; at first at a given determinate distance 
apart, it is certain that the distance between B and C 
increases continuously, and that at last, from being 
determinate, it will become indeterminable. Since, 
therefore, these absurdities would follow, as they 
think, if infinite quantity be assumed, they infer that 
corporeal substance must be finite, and, consequently, 
that it does not belong to the essence of God. A 
second argument is sought also from the supreme 
perfection of God. For God, they say, since he is 
a supremely perfect being, cannot be passive; but 
corporeal substance, inasmuch as it is divisible, can 
be passive ; it follows, then, that it does not belong to 
the essence of God. These are what I find writers 
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bringing forward as arguments by which they endeavor 
to show that corporeal substance is unworthy of the 
divine nature, and cannot belong to it. But if one 
pay good attention he will discover that I have already 
replied to these, inasmuch as these arguments are 
based only upon this, that they assume corporeal sub- 
stance to be composed of parts, which I have already 
(12 with 13, cor!) shown to be absurd. In the second 
place, if one will weigh the matter well, he will see 
that all those absurdities (//, indeed^ they are all ab- 
surdities^ which I am not now discussing), from which 
they would conclude that extended substance is finite, 
do not in the least follow from the fact that an infinite 
quantity is assumed ; but from the fact that they 
assume infinite quantity to be measurable, and to con- 
sist of finite parts ; wherefore, from the absurdities 
that follow from that, they can infer nothing, except 
that infinite quantity is not measurable, and that it 
cannot consist of finite parts. And this is what we 
have already proved above (12, etc.). So the weapon 
which they aim at us, they really cast at themselves. 
If, therefore, they still desire to infer from this ab- 
surdity of theirs that extended substance must be 
finite, they do, by Hercules, precisely what one does, 
if, from the fact that he has pretended that the circle 
has the properties of the square, he conclude that the 
circle has no center from which lines drawn to the cir- 
cumference will all be equal. For corporeal substance, 
which cannot be conceived except as infinite, except 
as single, except as indivisible {see 8, 5, and 12), they, 
in order to conclude that it is finite, conceive to con- 
sist of finite parts, to be manifold and divisible. So 
also others, after pretending that the line is composed 
of parts, know how to discover many arguments by 
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which to show that the line cannot be infinitely di- 
vided. And, indeed, it is not less absurd to assume 
that corporeal substance is composed of bodies or 
parts than to assume that body is composed of planes, 
planes of lines, and lines, finally, of points. And this 
all who know that clear reasoning is infallible should 
admit, and especially those who deny that there is a 
vacuum. For if corporeal substance could be so di- 
vided that its parts would be really distinct, why then 
could not one part be annihilated, while the others 
remain, as before, mutually connected? And why 
must all be so fitted together that there can be no 
vacuum? Surely, of things that really are distinct 
from one another, one can exist and abide in its own 
state without another. Since, therefore, there is no 
vacuum in nature (of which I shall speak elsewhere), 
but all parts must so run together that there be no 
vacuum, it again follows that they cannot be really 
distinguished ; that is, that corporeal substance, in so 
far as it is substance, cannot be divided. If, however, 
one ask why we are so inclined by nature to divide 
quantity? I answer that quantity is conceived by us 
in two ways : abstractly, that is superficially, as, for 
instance, we imagine it ; or as substance, which is the 
act of the understanding alone. If, therefore, we 
examine the quantity as it is in the imagination, which 
we often and easily do, it will be found to be finite, 
divisible, and composed of parts; if, however, we 
examine it itself, as it is in the understanding, and 
conceive it in so far as it is substance, which is very 
hard to do, then, as we have already sufficiently 
proved, it will be found to be infinite, single, and 
indivisible. This, to all who have learned to dis- 
tinguish between imagination and understanding, will 
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be manifest enough ; especially if attention be paid 
to this also, that matter is everywhere the same, and 
that parts are not distinguished in it, except in so far 
as we conceive matter to be affected in different ways, 
whence its parts are only modally, but not really, dis- 
tinguished. For example, water, in so far as it is 
water, we conceive to be divided, and its parts to be 
separated from one another ; but not so, in so far as 
it is corporeal substance, for, in so far as it is that, it 
is neither separated nor divided. Furthermore, water, 
in so far as it is water, is generated and destroyed ; 
but in so far as it is substance, it is neither generated 
nor destroyed. And with this I think I have replied 
to the second argument also ; inasmuch as it, too, is 
based upon the assumption that matter, in so far as it 
is substance, is divisible and composed of parts. And 
even were what I have said not true, I do not know 
why matter should be unworthy of the divine nature ; 
inasmuch as (14) outside of God there can be no sub- 
stance by which it could be so acted upon. All 
things, I say, are in God, and all things that come to 
pass come to pass only by the laws of the infinite 
nature of God, and follow (as I shall shortly show) 
from the necessity of his essence. Wherefore, there 
is no reason for saying that God is acted upon by 
something else, or that extended substance is un- 
worthy of the divine nature, even if it be supposed to 
be divisible, provided it be admitted to be eternal and 
infinite. But of this enough for the present. 

Prop. 16. From the necessity of the divine nature 
there must follow in infinite ways an infinity of things 
{that isy all that can come within the scope of an infinite 
intellect). 

Proof ^ — This proposition ought to be manifest to 
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anyone, if only he will consider the fact that from 
the definition given of anything the understanding in- 
fers sundry properties, which really do necessarily fol- 
low from it (that is, from the very essence of the thing) ; 
and infers the more properties, the more reality the 
definition of the thing expresses ; that is, the more 
reality the essence of the thing defined implies. 
Since the divine nature, however, has absolutely in- 
finite attributes {def, 6), of which also each expresses 
in its kind an infinite essence, there must necessarily 
from its necessity result in infinite ways an infinity of 
things (that is, all that can come within the scope of 
an infinite intellect). Q. E. D. 

Corollary i. — Hence it follows, that God is the effi- 
cient cause of all things that can come within the 
scope of an infinite intellect. 

Corollary 2. — It follows, second, that God is a cause 
per se and not per accidens,* 

Corollary 3. — It follows, third, that God is abso- 
lutely the first cause. 

Prop. 17. God acts simply from the laws of his own 
nature, and constrained by no one. 

Proof. — That, simply from the necessity of the divine 
nature, or (which amounts to the same thing) solely 
from the laws of that nature, there follows absolutely 
an infinity of things, we have just shown in prop. 16 ; 
and in prop. 15 we proved that nothing can be or be 
conceived without God, but that all things are in 
God ; wherefore there can be nothing outside of him, 
whereby he can be determined or constrained to 
action, and therefore God acts solely from the laws of 
his own nature, and constrained by no one. Q. E. D. 

Corollary i. — Hence it follows, first, that there is no 
* /. <f., God could not exist and not be a cause. — Tr. 
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cause except the perfection of his nature, which 
either externally or internally incites God to action. 

Corollary 2. — It follows, second, that God alone is 
a free cause. For God alone exists solely from the 
necessity of his nature (11 and 14, cor, i), and acts 
solely from the necessity of his nature (Jfy the preceding 
proposition)^ and therefore {def. 7) he alone is a free 
cause. Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — Others suppose that God is a free cause 
because he can, as they think, bring it about that 
the things which we have said follow from his nature, 
that is, which are in his power, should not take place 
or be produced by him. But this is the same as 
saying that God can cause it not to follow from 
the nature of a triangle, that its three angles equal 
two right angles ; or that he can make an effect not 
to follow from its given cause ; which is absurd. 
Furthermore, I will show below, without the help of 
this proposition, that neither intellect nor will belong 
to the nature of God. I know, indeed, that there are 
many who think they can prove that the highest in- 
tellect and free will belong to the nature of God ; for 
they say they can apprehend nothing more perfect, 
which they can attribute to the nature of God, than 
that which is in us the highest perfection. Further, 
even if they do conceive God as actually intelligent in 
the highest degree, still, they do not believe that he 
can make all the things exist which he actually appre- 
hends ; for they think they would thereby destroy the 
power of God. If, they say, he had created all the 
things that are in his intellect, he would then have 
been able to create nothing more, which they think is 
inconsistent with the omnipotence of God ; and there- 
fore have they preferred to assume a God indifferent 
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to all things, and not creating anything except what, 
by a certain independent volition, he has decreed to 
create. But I think I have shown clearly enough (see 
1 6), that from the supreme power or infinite nature 
of God an infinity of things — that is, all things — must 
necessarily have flowed in an infinity of ways, or must 
always follow by the same necessity ; just as from the 
nature of a triangle it has from all eternity followed 
and will to all eternity follow that its three angles 
equal two right angles. Wherefore the omnipotence 
of God has been from eternity actual, and to all 
eternity will remain in the same actuality. And thus 
there is established a — at least in my opinion — far 
more perfect omnipotence of God. Indeed, my op- 
ponents appear to deny (allow me to speak plainly) 
the omnipotence of God. For they are forced to ad- 
mit that God apprehends as creatable an infinity of 
things which, nevertheless, he will never be able to 
create. For otherwise, were he to create all he appre- 
hends, he would, according to them, exhaust his own 
omnipotence and render himself imperfect. That, 
therefore, they may maintain God to be perfect, they 
are reduced to the necessity of at the same time main- 
taining that he cannot do all the things to which his 
power extends, than which 1 do not see what can be 
imagined more absurd or more inconsistent with the 
omnipotence of God. Further, to say here something 
also of intellect and will, which we commonly attrib- 
ute to God ; if intellect and will do belong to the 
eternal essence of God, by both these attributes there 
must be understood something other than that which 
men commonly understand by them. For the intel- 
lect and will, which, would constitute the essence of 
God, would have to differ entirely from our intellect 
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and will, nor could they agree with them in anything 
but name ; just as the Dog, a sign of the zodiac, 
agrees with dog, an animal that barks. Which I will 
prove thus : If intellect belong to the divine nature, 
it will not be possible for it to be, as our intellect is 
(in the opinion of many), by nature posterior to, or 
simultaneous with, the things it perceives, inasmuch 
as God is prior to all things by his causality (16, cor, 
i) ; but, on the contrary, the truth and the formal "^ 
essence of things is what it is, because it exists as 
such objectively in the intellect of God. Whence 
God's intellect, in so far as it is conceived as consti- 
tuting God's essence, is really the cause of things, 
as well of their essence as of their existence ; which 
seems to have been recognized by those who have 
maintained God's intellect, will, and power to be one 
and the same. Since, therefore, God's intellect is the 
sole cause of things, that is (as we have shown), both 
of their essence and of their existence, it must neces- 
sarily differ from them as well in its essence as in its 
existence. For the effect differs from its cause, simply 
in that which it has from its cause. For example, a 
man is the cause of the existence of another man, but 
not of his essence, for this is an eternal truth ; there- 
fore, in their essence they may absolutely agree, but 
in their existence they must differ ; and hence, if 
the existence of the one should come to an end, that 
of the other would not on that account come to an 
end ; but if the essence of the one could be destroyed 
and become false, the essence of the other would be 
destroyed as well. Wherefore, a thing which is the 

* Formal, i. e.^ having what we would now call objective exist- 
ence ; objective^ i. ^., existing in the mind by way of representa- 
tion.— Tr. 
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cause of both the essence and the existence of any 
effect must differ from such an effect as well- in its 
essence as in its existence. But God's intellect is the 
cause of both the essence and the existence of our in- 
tellect ; wherefore, God's intellect, in so far as it is 
conceived as constituting the divine essence, differs 
from our intellect as well in its essence as in its exist- 
ence ; nor can it agree with it in anything but in 
name, as we maintained. With regard to will, the 
argument proceeds in the same way, as anyone can 
easily see. 

Prop. i8. God is the immanent^ and not the trans- 
ienty cause of all things. 

Proof, — All things that are, are in God, and must be 
conceived through God (i6); therefore (i6, cor, i), 
God is the cause of the things that are in himself ; 
which is the first point. In the second place, outside 
of God there can be no substance (14), that is (de/.^), a 
thing that is in itself outside of God ; which was the 
second point. God, therefore, is the immanent, and 
not the transient, cause of all things. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 19. God is eternal, that is, all the attributes of 
God are eternal. 

Proof. — God (def, 6) is substance, which (11) nec- 
essarily exists, that is (7), to whose nature it belongs to 
exist, or (which is the same thing) from whose defini- 
tion it follows that it exists ; therefore (def, 8) he is 
eternal. In the second place, by the attributes of God 
that must be understood which {^def, 4) expresses the 
essence of the divine substance, that is, that which be- 
longs to substance : this very thing, I say, the attributes 
must themselves imply. But to the nature of substance 
(as I have already proved from prop, 7) eternity be- 
longs ; therefore each of its attributes must imply 
eternity, and hence all are eternal. Q. E. D. 
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Scholium, — The truth of this proposition also appears 
as clearly as possible from the way in which I have 
proved the existence of God (11). From this proof 
it appears, I say, that the existence of God, like his es- 
sence, is an eternal truth. Moreover (see " Principles of 
the Cartesian Philosophy^'' prop. 19.) I have proved in 
another way also the eternity of God, and there is no 
need of repeating it here. 

Prop. 20. The existence of God and his essence are 
one and the same thing. 

Proof. — God (by the preceding proposition) and all 
his attributes are eternal, that is (def. 8), each one of 
his attributes expresses existence. Therefore the same 
attributes of God that (def, 4) express God's eternal 
essence express at the same time his eternal existence ; 
that is, the same thing that constitutes the essence of 
God constitutes at the same time his existence ; hence 
it and his essence are one and the same thing. Q. E. D. 

Corollary i. — Hence it follows, first, that God's ex- 
istence, like his essence, is an eternal truth. 

Corollary 2. — It follows, second, that God, or all 
the attributes of God, are immutable. For if they 
were changed as regards their existence, they would 
also (by the preceding proposition) have to be changed as 
regards thefr essence, that is (as is self-evident) from 
being true they would have to become false ; which is 
absurd. 

Prop. 21. Everything that follows from the absolute 
nature of any attribute of God must always have existed 
and been infinite ; that is, through the said attribute it is 
eternal and infinite. 

Proof. — Conceive, if you can (provided you deny 
the proposition), in any attribute of God, and as fol- 
lowing from its own absolute nature, anything that is 
finite, or has determinate existence or duration ; as, 



Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



44 'THE PHILOSOPHY OF SPINOZA. [PART I 

for instance, the idea of God in thought. But 
thought, inasmuch as it is supposed to be an at- 
tribute of God, is necessarily (ii) in its nature infinite. 
Now, in so far as it has an idea of God, it is supposed 
to be finite. But (def. 2) it cannot be conceived as 
finite unless it be determined by thought itself. But 
not by thought itself, in so far as it constitutes the 
idea of God, for in so far it is supposed to be finite : 
it is, then, determined by thought, in so far as it does 
not constitute the idea of God, which, however (11), 
must necessarily exist. There is, therefore, thought 
that does not constitute the idea of God, and, hence, 
from its nature, in so far as it is absolute thought, the 
idea of God does not necessarily follow (for it is con- 
ceived as constituting and as not constituting the idea 
of God) ; which is contrary to our hypothesis. Where- 
fore, if the idea of God in thought, or anything in any 
attribute of God — it is just the same whatever be taken, 
for the proof is generalr-follows from the absolute 
nature of the attribute itself, it must necessarily be in- 
finite : which was the first point. 

In the second place, that which thus follows from 
the necessity of the nature of any attribute cannot 
have a determinate duration. If you deny it, let a 
thing which follows from the necessity of the nature 
of some attribute be supposed to be in some attribute 
of God, e.g,y the idea of God in thought, and let it be 
supposed to have at one time not existed, or to be not 
going to exist. Since thought is supposed to be an 
attribute of God, it must both necessarily exist and be 
immutable {\\^and 20, cor, 2). Wherefore, beyond 
the limits of the duration of the idea of God (for it is 
supposed to have at one time not existed, or to be not 
going to exist), thought will have to exist without the 
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idea of God. But this is contrary to our hypothesis ; 
for it is assumed that, thought being granted, the idea 
of God necessarily follows. Therefore, the idea of 
God in thought, or anything that necessarily follows 
from the absolute nature of any attribute of God, can- 
not have a determinate duration, but, through the 
said attribute, is eternal ; which was the second point. 
Note, that this same must be affirmed of anything, 
that, in any attribute of God, necessarily follows from 
the absolute nature of God. 

Prop. 22. Whatever follows from any attribute of 
Gody in so far as it is modified by a modification of 
such a nature that it necessarily exists and is infinite 
through the attribute, must also necessarily exist and be 
infinite. 

Proof — The proof of this proposition proceeds in 
the same way as that of the preceding. 

Prop. 23. Every mode^ which necessarily exists and 
is infinite, must necessarily follow, either from the 
absolute nature of some attribute of God, or from some 
attribute modified by a modification that necessarily exists 
and is infinite. 

Proof, — A mode is in something else, through which 
it must be conceived (jdef. 5), that is (15), it is in God 
alone, and through God alone can it be conceived. 
If, therefore, a mode be conceived to necessarily exist 
and to be infinite, both these characteristics must be 
necessarily inferred or perceived through some attri- 
bute of God, in so far as this is conceived to express 
infinity and necessity of existence, or (which by def,Z 
is the same thing) eternity, that is (defs. 6 and 19), in 
so far as it is considered absolutely. A mode, there- 
fore, that necessarily exists and is infinite, must 
follow from the absolute nature of some attribute of 
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God; and that either immediately {on which see 21), 
or through some modification that follows from its 
absolute nature, that is (by the preceding proposition)^ 
that necessarily exists and is infinite.^ Q. E. D. 

Prop. 24. The essence of the things produced by God 
does not involve existence. 

Proof, — This is manifest from def. i. For that the 
nature of which (considered, that is, in itself) involves 
existence, is its own cause, and exists solely from the 
necessity of its nature. 

Corollary. — Hence it follows that God is not only 
a cause for things beginning to exist, but also for 
their continuing in existence ; or (to use a scholastic 
term), God is a cause for the being of things. For 
whether things exist, or do not exist, whenever we 
consider their essence, we learn that it involves 
neither existence nor duration ; therefore their essence 
can neither be a cause of their existence nor of their 
duration, but God alone can be, to whose nature alone 
existence belongs (14, cor, i). 

Prop. 25. God is not only the efficient cause of the 
existence of things ^ but also of their essence. 

Proof, — If you deny it, then God is not the cause 
of the essence of things ; therefore {axiom 4) the 
essence of things can be conceived without God. But 
this (15) is absurd. Therefore God is the cause of 
the essence of things also. Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — This proposition follows more clearly 
from prop. 16. For from it it follows that, given the 
divine nature, both the essence of things and their 
existence must necessarily be inferred ; and, in a 
word, in the sense in which God is said to be his own 
cause, he should also be said to be the cause of all 
things, which will still more clearly appear from the 
following corollary. 
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Corollary, — Individual things are nothing but modi- 
fications of God's attributes, or modes, by which the 
attributes of God are expressed in a definite and 
determinate manner. The proof is manifest from 
prop. 15 and def. 5. 

Prop. 26. A thing that has been determined to any 
action has necessarily been so determined by God ; and 
one that has not been determined by God cannot determine 
itself to action. 

Proof, — That by which things are said to be deter- 
mined to any action is necessarily something positive 
(as is self -evident^ ; therefore God, by the necessity of 
his nature, is the efficient cause as well of its essence 
as of its existence (25 and 16) ; which was the first 
point. And from it the second very clearly follows. 
For if a thing that has not been determined by God 
could determine itself, the first part of this would be 
false ; which is absurd, as we have shown. 

Prop. 27. -^ thing that has been determined by God 
to any action cannot make itself undetermined. 

Proof, — This proposition is evident from the third 
axiom. 

Prop. 28. Any individual^ or anything that is finite 
and hcts determinate existence^ cannot exists or be de- 
termined to any action^ unless it be determined to exist- 
ence atid cation by another cause which is also finite and 
has a determinate existence ; and again^ this cause cannot 
existy or be determined to any action^ unless it be deter- 
mined to existence and action by another ^ which is also 
finite^ and has a determinate existence ^ and so to infinity. 

Proof, — Whatever is determined to existence and to 
action is so determined by God (26 and 24, cor,). But 
that which is finite and has a determinate existence 
could not have been produced by the absolute nature 
of any attribute of God ; for whatever follows from 
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the absolute nature of any attribute of God is infinite 
and eternal (21). It must therefore have followed 
from God or from some attribute of his, in so far as it 
is considered as affected by some mode ; for besides 
substance and modes there is nothing {axiom i and 
defs. 3 and 5); and modes (25, cor?^ are nothing but 
modifications of God's attributes. But from God, or 
any attribute of his, in so far as that attribute is af- 
fected by a modification that is eternal and infinite, 
it could not have followed (22). It must, therefore, 
have followed from, or have been determined to exist 
and to operate by, God, or by some attribute of his, 
in so far as it is modified by some modification that 
is finite and has determinate existence. Which was 
the first point. In the second place, this cause, in 
turn, or this mode (by the same reasoning by which we 
have just proved the first part of this proposition)^ must 
also have been determined by another, which also is 
finite and has determinate existence, and again this 
last [by the same reasoning) by another, and so on {py the 
same reasoning) to infinity. Q. E. D. 
^fi Scholium, — Since certain things must have been 
produced by God immediately, /. <?., those things that 
necessarily result from his absolute nature ; through 
these first, which, however, can neither be nor be con- 
ceived without God, it follows : first, that God is the 
absolutely proximate cause of the things immediately 
produced by himself, but not after their kind, as is 
said. For God's effects can neither be nor be con- 
ceived without their cause (15 and 24, cor?) It fol- 
lows, second, that God cannot properly be called the 
remote cause of individual things, except perhaps for 
this reason, that we may distinguish them from the 
things which he has produced immediately, or, rather, 
which follow from his absolute nature. For by remote 
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cause we mean one that is in no way connected with 
its effect. But all things that are, are in God, and 
are so dependent upon God that v/ithout him they 
neither can be nor be conceived.* 

Prop. 29. There is in nature nothing contingent^ but 
all things are determined by the necessity of the divine 
nature to exist and to operate in a definite way. 

Proof, — Whatever is, is in God (15). God, how- 
ever, cannot be called a contingent thing. For (11) 
he exists necessarily, not contingently. The modes, 
furthermore, of the divine nature have followed from 
it necessarily, not contingently (16) ; and that, too, 
whether the divine nature be considered absolutely 
(21), or whether it be considered as determined to 
action in a definite way (27). Moreover, God is not 
only the cause of these modes, in so far as they exist 
simply (24, cor?)^ but also (26) in so far as they are 
considered as determined to any action. But if they 
are not determined by God (by the same proposition)^ 
it is, not contingent, but impossible that they determine 
themselves ; and on the other hand (27), if they have 
been determined by God, it is not contingent, but 
impossible that they render themselves undetermined. 
Wherefore, all things have been determined, by the 
necessity of the divine nature, not only to exist, but 
also to exist and to operate in a definite way, and there 
is nothing contingent. Q. E. D. 

Scholium. — Before going further I wish here to ex- 
plain, or rather call attention to, what we must under- 
stand by natura naturans and natura naturata,* I 

*For these expressions we have no exact equivalent. They 
might be rendered : '* nature regarded as active," and " nature 
regarded as passive " ; but I have preferred to keep the Latin 
names, which have become common property. A literal transla- 
tion into English would not be endurable. — Tr. 
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think it by this time appears from the preceding that by 
natura naturans we must understand that which is in 
itself and is conceived through itself, or «such attributes 
of substance as express an eternal and infinite essence 
that is (14, cor, i and 17, cor, 2), God, in so far as he 
is considered as a free cause. By natura naturata^ 
however, I mean all that which follows from the 
necessity of God's nature, or from the necessity of 
each of God's attributes, that is, all the modes of God's 
attributes, in so far as they are considered as things 
that are in God, and cannot be or be conceived with- 
out God. 

Prop. 30. An understandings actticUly finite or actu- 
ally infinite^ must comprehend the attributes of God and 
the modifications of God^ and nothing else. 

Proof. — A true idea must agree with that which it 
represents (axiom 6), that is (as is self-evident) ^ that 
which is contained objectively in the understanding 
must necessarily exist in nature. But in nature (14, 
cor. i) there is but one substance, that is, God, nor are 
there any other modifications (15) than those that are 
in God, and which (by the same proposition) without 
God can neither be nor be conceived. Therefore, an 
understanding, actually finite or actually infinite, must 
comprehend the attributes of God and the modifi- 
cations of God, and nothing else. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 31. An actual understandings whether finite or 
infinite^ as also wills desire^ love^ etc.^ should be referred 
to natura naturata and not to natura naturans. 

Proof, — By understanding (as is self-evident) we do 
not mean absolute thought, but a certain mode only of 
thinking, which mode differs from others, i. e,^ from 
desire, love, etc., and therefore (def, 5) must be con- 
ceived through absolute thought ; that is (15 and drf. 
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6), it must be conceived by some attribute of God 
which expresses the eternal and infinite essence of 
thought in such a manner that, without it, it can 
neither be nor be conceived. And hence (29, schoL) 
it should be referred to natura naturata and not to 
natura naturans^ as should also the other modes of 
thinking. Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — The reason why I here speak of an 
actual understanding is not that I admit that there is 
any potential understanding ; but, because I wished to 
avoid all confusion, I resolved to speak only of a thing 
perceived by us as clearly as can be, that is, of intellec- 
tion itself, than which nothing is perceived by us more 
clearly. For we can apprehend nothing that does not 
conduce to a more perfect knowledge of intellection. 

Prop. 32. The will cannot be called a free but only a 
necessary cause. 

Proof, — The will, like the understanding, is only a 
certain mode of thinking ; hence (28) each volition 
cannot exist, or be determined to operate, unless it be 
determined by some other cause, and this again by 
another, and so on to infinity. But if a will be sup- 
posed infinite, it also must be determined to exist and 
to operate by God, not in so far as he is a substance ab- 
solutely infinite, but in so far as he has an attribute which 
expresses the infinite and eternal nature of thought 
(23). In whatever way, therefore, it be conceived, 
whether as finite or as infinite, it requires a cause by 
which to be determined to exist and to operate ; there- 
fore {def, 7) it cannot be called a free, but only a nec- 
essary or constrained cause. Q. E. D. 

Corollary r.. — Hence, it follows, first, that God does 
not act from the freedom of his will. 

Corollary 2, — It folio w§, second, that will and un- 



Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



52 THE PHILOSOPHY OF SPINOZA. [PART I 

derstanding are related to the nature of God as motion 
and rest, and absolutely as all natural things, which 
(29) must' be determined by God to exist and to op- 
erate in a definite way. For will, like all other things, 
needs a cause, by which to be determined to exist and 
to act in a definite way. And, although granted will 
or understanding, there follow an infinity of things ; 
still, God cannot for that reason be said to act from 
the freedom of his will any more than he can, be- 
cause of the things that result from motion and rest 
(for from them also an infinity of things result), be 
said to act from the freedom of motion and rest. 
Whence will belongs no more to the nature of God 
than do other natural things, but is related to it in 
the same way as motion and rest, and all other natural 
things, which we have shown to follow from the neces- 
sity of the divine nature, and to be determined by it 
to exist and to operate in a definite way. 

Prop. 33. Things could have been produced by God in 
no other way^ and in no other order ^ than they have been 
produced. 

Proof, — For all things necessarily follow from the 
nature of God as given (16), and from the necessity of 
God*s nature are determined to exist and to operate 
in a definite way (29). If, therefore, things could have 
been of another nature, or could have been determined 
to operate in any other way, so that the order of na- 
ture would have been different, the nature of God 
could also have been other than it now is ; hence (11), 
this other nature, also, would have had to exist, and, 
consequently, there could have been two or more 
Gods, which (14, cor, i) is absurd. Wherefore, things 
could have been produced in no other way, and in no 
other order, than, etc. Q. E. D. 
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Scholium i. — As in the preceding I have shown, more 
clearly than the light of day, that there is absolutely 
nothing in things to justify one in calling them con- 
tingent, I wish now to explain in a few words what we 
will have to understand by contingent ; but first, what 
by necessary and impossible, A thing is said to be neces' 
sary, either with reference to its essence, or with refer- 
ence to its cause. For the existence of anything neces- 
sarily follows either from its essence and definition, or 
from a given efficient cause. In the second place, for 
these same reasons a thing is said to be impossible ; 
either because its essence or definition involves a con- 
tradiction, or because there is no external cause that 
is determined for the production of such a thing. But 
a thing is said to be contingent for no other reason than 
with respect to a defect in our knowledge. For a thing, 
the essence of which we do not know to involve a con- 
tradiction, or which we know well to involve no con- 
tradiction, and still can affirm nothing with certainty 
as to the thing's existence, because the sequence of 
causes escapes us — this cannot ever seem to us either 
necessary or impossible ; and, therefore, we call it 
either contingent or possible. 

Scholium 2. — From the preceding it clearly follows 
that things have been produced by God in the highest 
perfection, since they have necessarily followed from 
a most perfect nature. Nor does this convict God of 
any imperfection ; for his perfection has compelled us 
to affirm this. Nay, from the contrary of this it would 
clearly follow (as I have just shown) that God is not 
supremely perfect ; because, of course, if things had 
been produced in any other way, another nature would 
have to be attributed to God, different from that which 
we have been compelled to attribute to him from a 
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consideration of the most perfect being. But I do not 
doubt that many will reject this view as absurd, and 
will not be willing to apply their minds to the con- 
sideration of it, and that from no other reason than 
because they have been accustomed to attribute to God 
another freedoin very different from that which we have 
given him (def, 7), that is, absolute will. But I also 
do not doubt that, if they were willing to think about 
the matter, and to rightly consider the sequence of my 
proofs, they would quite reject any such freedom as 
they now attribute to God, as being not only worthless, 
but also a great obstacle to knowledge. Nor is it 
necessary for me to here repeat what has already been 
said in the schol. to prop. 17. Nevertheless, for their 
sake, I will show again that, even if it be granted that 
will belongs to the essence of God, it yet follows from 
his perfection that things could have been created by 
God in no other way or- order. Which it will be easy 
to show, if we first take into consideration what they 
themselves admit, that it depends solely upon God's 
decree and will that each thing is what it is ; for 
otherwise God would not be the cause of all things. 
In the second place, that all the decrees of God were 
ratified by God himself from all eternity ; for other- 
wise he would be convicted of imperfection and fickle- 
ness. But since in eternity there is no when, before, 
or after, from the mere perfection of God it follows 
that God never can, nor never could have, decreed any- 
thing else ; that is, God was not before his own decrees, 
nor can he be without them. But, they say, even 
supposing that God had made nature different, or 
had decreed something else from eternity with regard 
to nature and its order, one could not from that infer any 
imperfection in God. In saying this, however, they ad- 
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mit that God can change his own decrees. For if God 
had decreed, with regard to nature and its order, any- 
thing else than he has decreed, that is, had willed and 
conceived with regard to nature something else, he 
would necessarily have had another intellect than that 
he now has, and another will than that he now has. And 
if one may attribute to God another intellect and an- 
other will without any change in his essence or in his 
perfection; what is the reason that he cannot now 
change his own decrees with respect to created things, 
and still remain as perfect ? For his intellect and will, 
concerning created things and their order, are, with 
respect to his own essence and perfection, just the same, 
howsoever they be conceived. Again, all the philoso- 
phers I have seen admit that there is in God no intellect 
potentially, but only actually. Since, however, both 
his intellect and his will are not distinguished from his 
essence, as indeed all admit, it follows from this also, 
that, if God had had actually another intellect and an- 
other will, his essence also would necessarily have been 
different ; and consequently (as I concluded at first), 
if things had been produced by God other than they 
now are, God's intellect and his will, that is (as is ad- 
mitted), his essence, would have had to be different ; 
which is absurd. 

Since, therefore, things could have been produced 
by God in no other way or order, and since it follows 
from the supreme perfection of God that this is true ; 
assuredly no sound reason can persuade us to believe 
that God has not willed to create all the things that 
are in his intellect in the same perfection in which he 
apprehends them. But, they say, in things there is no 
perfection or imperfection ; that which is in them, on 
account of which they are perfect or imperfect, and 
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are called good or bad, depends only upon God*s 
will ; and hence, if God had willed it, he could have 
made that which is now perfection to be the highest 
imperfection, and conversely. Yet what would this 
be but openly affirming that God, who necessarily ap- 
prehends that which he wills, can by his own will 
make himself to apprehend things otherwise than as 
he apprehends them ? Which (as I have just shown) 
is a great absurdity. Wherefore', I can turn their ar- 
gument against themselves, thus : All things depend 
upon the power of God. Therefore, for things to be 
different, God's will would also necessarily have to be 
different. But God's will cannot be different (as we 
have just shown most clearly from the perfection of 
God). Therefore, things also cannot be different. I 
confess this view, which subjects all things to a cer- 
tain indifferent will of God, and makes all things 
depend upon his good pleasure, is less wide of the 
truth than that of those who make God do all things 
with a view to good. These appear to put something 
outside of God, which does not depend upon God, 
and to which, as to a model, God pays attention when 
acting, or at which he aims, as at a fixed mark. This 
assuredly is nothing but subjecting God to fate, than 
which nothing more absurd could be affirmed of God, 
whom we have shown to be the first and only free 
cause, as well of the essence of all things as of their 
existence. So there is no occasion for my wasting 
more time in refuting this absurdity. 

Prop. 34. The power of God is itself his es' 
sence. 

Proof, — Solely from the necessity of God's essence 
it follows that God is his own cause (11), and (16 and 
cor,) the cause of all things. Therefore the power of 
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God, whereby he himself, and all things, exist and act, 
is itself his essence. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 35. Whatever we conceive to be in the power 
of God, that necessarily is. 

Proof. — Whatever is in God's power, that (by the 
preceding prop.) must be so comprehended in his es- 
sence, as to necessarily follow from it ; and, therefore, 
it necessarily is. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 36. Nothing exists y from the nature of which 
there does not follow some effect. 

Proof, — Whatever exists, expresses in a definite and 
determinate way the nature or essence of God (25, 
cor!)y that is (34), whatever exists, expresses in a defi- 
nite and determinate way the power of God, which is 
the cause of all things ; and therefore (i6) from it 
some effect must follow. Q. E. D. 

Appendix, 
In the foregoing I have unfolded the nature of God 
and his properties ; as, that he necessarily exists ; that 
he is one ; that he is and acts solely from the necessity 
of his own nature ; that he is, and how he is, the free 
cause of all things ; that all things are in God, and so 
depend upon him that without him they can neither 
be nor be conceived ; finally, that all things have been 
predetermined by God, not, indeed, of the freedom of 
his will, or of his absolute good pleasure, but from the 
absolute nature of God, or infinite power. Further, 
wherever there has been occasion, I have taken pains 
to remove prejudices that might prevent my proofs 
from being perceived. But since not a few prejudices 
still remain, which also, and indeed in the highest de- 
gree, both could and can hinder men from being able to 
grasp the connection of things in the way in which 
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I have explained it, I have thought it worth while to 
here call them up for examination by reason. All the 
prejudices which I here undertake to point out de- 
pend upon this one, namely, that men commonly sup- 
pose all natural things, like themselves, to act for an 
end ; nay, they hold it as certain that even God him- 
self directs all things toward a definite end ; for they 
say that God has made all things for man's sake, and 
has made man that he may worship him. I will, there- 
fore, first consider this one, asking, first, why most per- 
sons acquiesce in this prejudice, and all are so inclined 
by nature to embrace it ; second, I will show its fal- 
sity ; and, finally, I will show how from it have arisen 
prejudices with reference to good and evil ^ merit and 
siuy praise and blame ^ order and confusion^ beauty and 
ugliness^ and other things of this sort. But to deduce 
these things from the nature of the human mind is 
here out of place. It will be enough to take as a basis 
what ought to be acknowledged by all, namely, that all 
men are born ignorant of the causes of things, and that 
all have a desire to seek their own advantage, of which 
desire all are aware. Hence it follows, in the first 
place, that msn think themselves free, inasmuch as 
they are aware of their own volitions and their own 
desires ; but of the causes by which they are led to de- 
sire and will, since they are ignorant of them, they 
never so much as dream. It follows, in the second 
place, that men do all things for the sake of an end, 
that is, of the advantage which they desire. Whence 
it comes to pass, that they always seek to know only 
the final causes of things done, and, when they have 
learned these, are satisfied ; as they have no further 
occasion for doubt. But if they are unable to learn 
them from others, nothing remains for them but to 
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turn to themselves, and have recourse to the ends by 
which they are wont themselves to be determined to 
like actions, and so they necessarily judge of the dis- 
position of others from their own. Furthermore, since 
they find, both in themselves and outside of themselves, 
many means which conduce no little to the getting of 
what is of advantage to them, as,^.^., the eyes for see- 
ing, the teeth for chewing, plants and animals for food, 
the sun for giving light, the sea for maintaining 
fish, and so on ; it has come to pass, that they re- 
gard all the things of nature as means to their own 
advantage. And since they know that these means 
have been found, but not provided, by themselves, they 
get thence a reason for believing that there is some 
one else who has provided these means for their use. 
For after considering the things as means, they could 
not believe that they had made themselves ; but, 
from the means which they were wont to provide them- 
selves, they were bound to infer that there was some ruler 
or some rulers of nature, endowed with human free- 
dom, who had attended to all things for them and had 
made all things for their use. And the disposition 
also of these rulers, since they had never heard any- 
thing about it, they were bound to infer from their 
own ; hence they maintained that the gods directed 
all things for the advantage of men, to win men to 
themselves, and to be held by them in the highest 
honor. Whence it has come to pass that each has^ 
thought out for himself, according to his own dispo-\ 
sition, a different way of worshiping God, that God j 
might love him above others, and direct all nature to/ 
the service of his blind desire and insatiable avaricei 
And so this prejudice has turned into a superstition, 
and has taken deep root in their minds ; which was a 
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reason for everyone's taking especial pains to under- 
stand the final causes of things, and to explain them. 
But while they have sought to show tljat nature does 
nothing in vain (that is, nothing which is not to the 
advantage of men), it seems that they have shown 
nothing, except that nature and gods and men are all . 
equally mad. See, pray, what is the present outcome 
of the matter ! In the midst of all these good things 
of nature, they had to find not a few evils — storms, for 
instance, earthquakes, diseases, etc. ; and these they 
have held to happen because the gods were enraged on 
account of wrongs done them by men, or because of 
errors committed in their worship ; and although ex- 
perience was daily contradicting it, and was showing 
in an infinity of instances that good things and bad 
happen at random to the pious and the impious, they did 
not for that give up their inveterate prejudice. For it 
was easier for them to class this with other things un- 
known, of whose use they were ignorant, and so to 
preserve their present and innate condition of igno- 
rance, than to destroy the whole fabric and think out a 
new one. Wherefore they held it as certain that the 
judgments of the gods transcend in the highest degree 
man's power of comprehension : which would have 
been an excellent reason for truth's forever escaping 
the human race, if mathematics, which does not deal 
with limits, but only with the essences and properties 
of figures, had not shown men another norm of truth. 
Besides mathematics, other causes (which it would 
here be superfluous to mention) can be assigned, 
which could have led men to consider these common 
prejudices, and be guided into a true knowledge of 
things. 

In the preceding I have sufficiently explained my 
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first point. To show now, however, that nature has no 
end set before her, and that all final causes are nothing 
but the figments of men, not many words are needed. 
For I think that by this time it is well enough estab- 
lished, as well from the bases and causes, whence, as 
I have shown, this prejudice took its origin, as from 
prop. 16 and the corollaries to prop. 32 and also from 
all those propositions in which I have shown that all 
things in nature proceed with a certain eternal ne- 
cessity and supreme perfection. This, however, I will 
add : this doctrine as to an end absolutely overturns 
nature. That which is really a cause, it considers as 
an effect, and conversely : in the second place, that 
which in nature is prior, it makes posterior : and fi- 
nally, that which is supreme and most perfect, it renders 
most imperfect. For (omitting the first two points, as 
being self-evident) that effect is the most perfect, as is 
established by props. 21, 22, and 23, which is imme- 
diately produced by God ; and the more intermediate 
causes a thing needs for its production, the more imper- 
fect is it. But if the things which were immediately 
produced by God had been made for the sake of God's 
gaining his end, then necessarily the last ones, for whose 
sake those preceding were made, would be the most 
excellent. Again, this doctrine does away with God's) 
perfection ; for if God acts for an end, he necessarily! 
seeks something that he lacks. And although theo- 
logians and metaphysicians distinguish between the 
finis indigeniicB and the finis assimilationis^ they still 
confess that God has done all things for his own sake, 
and not for the sake of the things that were to be 
created ; because, before creation, they can assign 

* Literally, " the end of need " and "the end of assimilation." 
The meaning of the terms is sufficiently clear. — Tr. 
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nothing except God, for whose sake God was to act ; 
hence, they are necessarily forced to confess that God 
lacked the things for the sake of which he provided 
means, and desired them, as is self-evident. Nor should 
one here pass over the fact that the adherents of this 
doctrine, who have wished to exhibit their ingenuity in 
assigning ends to things, have adduced for the proving 
of this doctrine of theirs a new mode of arguing, /. e. 
by a reduction, not ad impossibile, but ad ignorantiam y * 
which shows that there was no other means of proving 
this doctrine by argument. If, for instance, from some 
roof a stone has fallen upon someone's head, and killed 
him, they will prove that the stone fell for the purpose 
of killing the man, as follows : if the stone did not fall 
for that purpose, God willing it, how could so many cir- 
cumstances (for often many do concur) have acciden- 
tally concurred ? You will perhaps reply that it hap- 
pened because the wind was blowing, and because the 
man's road lay there. But, they will insist, why was the 
wind blowing at that time ? and why did the man's road 
lie there at that same time ? If you reply again 
that the wind had then arisen because, the weather 
having been previously calm, the sea had, on the 
day before, become rough ; and because the man had 
been invited by a friend ; they will object again, since 
there is no end to possible questions : but why did the 
sea get rough ? and why was the man invited at that 
time ? And so on, they will not cease asking the causes 
of causes, until you have taken refuge in the will of 
God, that is, \xi the asylum of ignorance. Thus, when 
they see the structure of the human body, they marvel, 
and because they do not know the causes of such a 

* That is, they appeal, not to the absurdity of the opposing 
doctrine, but to the ignorance of their opponent. — Tr. 
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work of art, they conclude that it is made by no me- 
chanical, but by a divine or supernatural skill, and so 
constructed that no part hurts another. And from this 
it comes to pass that he who inquires into the real 
causes of miracles, and who endeavors, as a scholar, to 
understand natural things, and not, like a fool, to won- 
der at them, passes everywhere for a heretic and an im- 
pious fellow, and is cried out against by those whom 
the multitude revere as the interpreters of nature and 
of the gods. For they know that, with the abolition of 
ignorance, wonder, which is the only means they have 
of arguing, and of protecting their authority, is also 
abolished. But I leave this and proceed to the third 
point I proposed to treat of here. 

After men had persuaded themselves that all that 
happens, happens for their sakes, they were obliged 
to consider as the most important quality in each 
thing that which was the most useful to themselves, 
and to regard as most excellent all those things which 
affected them most agreeably. Whence they had to 
form certain notions, by which to explain the natures 
of things ; namely, good^ bad^ order ^ confusion^ hot^ cold, 
beautyy and ugliness : and, because they think them- 
selves free, the following notions have arisen : praise 
and blame^ sin and merit. The latter I will speak of 
below, after I have dealt with human nature ; the 
former I will briefly explain here. All that conduces 
to health and to the worship of God they have called 
good^ and all that is contrary to these bad. And since 
those who do not understand the nature of things 
make no affirmations about things, but only imagine 
things, and take imagination for understanding, they 
firmly believe that there is an order in things, being 
ignorant of things and their nature. For when things 
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are so arranged that, when represented to us by the 
senses, we can easily imagine, and consequently easily 
recall them, we call them well ordered ; but if the con- 
trary, we call them without order, or confused. And as 
the things which we can easily imagine are especially 
pleasant to us, men prefer order to confusion — as if 
order were something in nature, without respect to our 
imagination ; and they say that God has created all 
things in order, thus ignorantly attributing imagination 
to God ; unless possibly they mean that God, having 
the human imagination in view, has arranged all things 
in the way in which men can most easily imagine 
them ; nor, perhaps, will it put upon them any check 
that an infinity of things are foUnd which far transcend 
our imagination, and very many which, by reason of 
its weakness, confound it. But of this enough. The 
other notions, too, are nothing but modes of imagining, 
by which the imagination is variously affected, and yet 
they are regarded by the ignorant as the chief attributes 
of things ; for, as we have already said, they think all 
things made for their own sake, and call the nature 
of any given thing good or evil, sound or rotten and 
corrupt, according as it affects them. For instance, if 
the motion which the nerves receive from the objects 
represented through the eyes conduces to health, the 
objects by which it is caused are called beautiful s those- 
which excite a contrary motion, ugly. Those, again, 
which affect the sense through the nostrils, they call 
odorous or fetid ; through the tongue, sweet or bitter, 
savory or tasteless, etc. ; through the touch, hard or soft, 
rough or smooth, etc. And finally those that affect 
the ears are said to give forth noise, sound, or harmony; 
of which the last has so crazed men that they even be- 
lieve that God finds pleasure in harmony. Nor are 
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there wanting philosophers who have persuaded them- 
selves that the motions of the heavenly bodies compose 
a harmony. All which things sufficiently show that 
each has judged of things according to the disposition 
of his brain, or rather has taken the affections of his 
imagination for things. Wherefore it is not surprising 
(to note this also by the way), that there have arisen 
among men so many controversies as we find to be the 
case, from which skepticism ultimately results. For al- 
though human bodies agree in many respects, yet in very 
many they differ, and therefore what seems good to one 
seems bad to another ; what seems orderly to one seems 
confused to another ; what seems pleasant to one seems 
unpleasant to another ; and so of other cases, which I 
here omit, as well because this is not the place to deal 
with them expressly, as because it is matter of common 
experience. For it is in everybody's mouth : " Many 
men, many minds ; everyone is satisfied with his own 
opinion ; brains differ as much as palates ; " which 
sayings sufficiently show that men judge of things 
according to the disposition of their brains, and rather 
imagine things than comprehend them. For if they 
had comprehended them, things would— witness math- 
ematics — convince, if not attract, all men. 

We see therefore that all the theories by which the 
ordinary man is wont to explain nature are merely 
modes of imagining, and do not indicate the nature of 
anything, but only that of the imagination ; and since 
they have names, as though they were entities exist- 
ing outside the imagination, I call them entities not of 
reason, but of imagination ; hence all the arguments 
which are sought against us from such notions can be 
easily refuted. For many are wont to argue thus : If 
all things have followed from the necessity of God's 
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most perfect nature, whence, pray, the many imperfec- 
tions in nature ? For instance, things rotting even to 
stinking, the ugliness of things, occasioning disgust, 
confusion, evil, sin, etc. But as I have just said, they 
are easily confuted. The perfection of things is to be 
determined solely from their nature or power ; nor are 
things the more or the less perfect because they please or 
offend man's sense, because they are helpful to human 
nature, or because they are opposed to it. To those, 
however, who ask : why has God not created all men 
such as to be directed solely by the guidance of reason ? 
I reply only, that it is because he had no lack of mate- 
rial wherewith to create all things, from the very high- 
est to the very lowest grade of perfection ; or, more 
properly speaking, because the laws of his nature were 
so ample as to suffice for the production of all things 
that can be conceived by an infinite intellect, as I have 
proved in prop. i6. These are the prejudices which 
I here undertook to note. If any such still remain, 
anyone will be able, with a little reflection, to correct 
them. 



Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



PART II. 

OF THE NATURE AND ORIGIN OF THE MIND. 

I PASS now to the explication of those things which 
necessarily should follow from the essence of God ; 
that is, a Being eternal and infinite : not, indeed, of 
all of them, for we have shown (I, i6) that an infinity 
of things should follow from it in an infinity of ways ; 
but only of those which may lead us, as it were by the 
hand, to a knowledge of the human mind and its 
highest blessedness. 

Definitions, 

1. By body I mean a mode which expresses the 
essence of God, in so far as he is considered as an 
extended thing, in a definite and determinate manner. 
See I, 25, cor, 

2. I describe as pertaining to the essence of any- 
thing that which being given, the thing is necessarily 
given, and which being taken away, the thing is neces- 
sarily taken away ; or that without which the thing, 
and, conversely, which without the thing, can neither 
be nor be conceived. 

3. By idea I mean a conception of the mind, which 
the mind forms because it is a thinking thing. 

Explanation, — I say rather conception than percep- 
tion, because the word perception seems to indicate 
that the mind is acted upon by the object ; but con- 
ception seems to express an action of the mind. 

67 
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4. By adequate idea I mean an idea which, in so 
far as it is considered in itself and without reference 
to an object, possesses all the properties or intrinsic 
marks of a true idea. 

Explanation, — I say intrinsic, to exclude the ex- 
trinsic one, namely, the agreement of the idea with its 
object. 

5. Duration is indefinite continuance in existence. 
Explanation, — I say indefinite, because it cannot at 

all be limited by the nature itself of the existing thing, 
nor yet by the efficient cause, which of course neces- 
sarily brings about the existence of the thing, but 
does not sublate it. 

6. By remHty and perfection I mean the same thing. 

7. By individual things I mean things that are 
finite and have a determinate existence. If, however, 
several individuals join in one action, so that all are 
together the cause of the one effect, I consider all 
these, just so far, as one individual thing. 

Axioms, 

1. The essence of man does not involve necessary 
existence, that is, in the order of nature, it equally 
well may or may not come to pass that this or that 
man exists. 

2. Man thinks. 

3. Modes of thinking, as love, desire, or by what- 
ever name the emotions of the soul are distinguished, 
do not arise unless there is present in the same 
individual the idea of the thing loved, desired, etc. 
But the idea may be present without any other mode 
of thinking being present. 

4. We perceive by sense that the body is affected 
in many ways. 4 
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5. We do not feel or perceive any individual things 
except bodies and modes of things. 

See the Postulates after Prop. 13. 

Prop. i. Thought is an attribute of God^ that is, God 
is a thinking thing. 

Proof. — Individual thoughts, or this and that 
thought, are modes which express the nature of God 
in a definite and determinate manner (I, 25, cor^. 
God therefore possesses (I, def. S) the attribute, the 
conception of which is involved in all individual 
thoughts, and through which they are conceived- 
Thought is, consequently, one of the infinite attributes 
of God, and it expresses the eternal and infinite essence 
of God (I, def. 6) ; that is, God is a thinking thing. 
Q. E. D. 

Scholium. — This proposition may also be proved 
from the fact that we can conceive an infinite think- 
ing being. For the more thoughts a thinking being is 
capable of having, the more reality or perfection do 
we regard it as containing ; a being, then, that can 
think an infinity of things in an infinity of ways is 
necessarily, by virtue of its thinking, infinite. Since, 
therefore, we conceive an infinite being by fixing at- 
tention upon thought alone, thought is necessarily (I, 
defs. 4 and 6) one of the infinite attributes of God, as 
we asserted. 

Prop. 2. Extension is an attribute of God, that is, 
God is an extended thing. 

Proof. — The proof of this proceeds in the same 
way as the proof of the preceding proposition. 

Prop. 3. There /^ necessarily in God an idea^ both 
of his own essence, hndof all those things which neces- 
sarily follow from ^is essence. 
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Proof* — God (i) can think an infinity of things in 
an infinity of ways, or {which is the same things 1» i6) 
can form an idea of his own essence, and of all those 
things which necessarily follow from it. But every- 
thing that is in the power of God necessarily is (1, 35); 
therefore such an idea necessarily is, and (I, 15) it is 
in God and nowhere else. Q. E. D. 

Scholium — By the power of God the multitude 
understand God's free will, and his authority over all 
things that are, which consequently are commonly 
regarded as contingent ; for God has, they say, the 
power to destroy all things, and to reduce them to 
nothing. Again, they very often liken the power of 
God to that of kings. This we have refuted in I, 32, 
cors* I a«^2,and have shown in I, 16, that God acts by 
the same necessity as that by which he knows himself ; 
that is, just as it follows from the necessity of the divine 
nature (as all agree in maintaining) that God knows 
himself, so from the same necessity it follows that 
God does an infinity of things in an infinity of ways. 
In the second place, in I, 34, we have shown that the 
power of God is nothing else than the active essence 
of God ; for it is as impossible for us to conceive that 
God does not act as to conceive that he does not exist. 
Moreover, did I care to follow this up further, I could 
show, too, that the power the multitude attribute to 
God not only is a human power (in that it shows that 
God is conceived by the multitude as a man, or as 
like a man), but even that it involves weakness. But 
I do not wish to discourse so often upon the same 
theme. I merely beg the reader again and again to 
ponder repeatedly what is said concerning this point 
in Part I, from prop. 16 to the end. For no one will 
be able rightly to perceive my meaning unless he very 
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carefully avoids confounding the power of God with 
the human power or authority of kings. 

Prop. 4. The idea of God, from which an infinity 
of things follow in an infinity of ways, can be but 
one. 

Proof. — Infinite intellect comprises nothing save 
the attributes of God and his modifications (I, 30). 
But God is one (I, 14, cor, i). Therefore the idea of 
God, from which an infinity of things follow in an 
infinity of ways, can be but one. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 5. The formal being of ideas admits of God 
as its cause, only in so far as he is regarded as a thinking 
thing, and not in so far as he is manifested in some other 
attribute^ That is, the ideas both of the attributes of God 
and of individual things do not admit of their objects — 
perceived things — as their efficient cause, but God himself , 
in so far as he is a thi?iking thing. 

Proof. — The proof is evident from prop. 3 of this 
Part. We there concluded that God can form an 
idea of his own essence, and of all those things which 
necessarily follow from it, from the fact alone that 
God is a thinking thing, and not from the fact that he 
is the object of his own idea. It follows that the 
formal being of ideas admits of God as cause, in so 
far as he is a thinking thing. Another proof of this is 
as follows : The formal being of ideas is a mode of 
thinking (as is self -evident), that is (I, 25, cor,), a mode 
which expresses in a definite manner the nature of 
God, in so far as he is a thinking thing, and thus 
(I, 10) involves the concept of no other attribute of 
God, and consequently (I, axiom 4) is the effect of no 
other attribute than thought. Therefore the formal 
being of ideas admits of God as its cause, only in so 
far as he is regarded as a thinking thing, etc. Q. E. D. 
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Prop. 6. The modes of any attribute have God as 
their cause, only in so far as he is considered under the 
attribute of which they are modes, not in so far as he is 
considered under any other attribute. 

Proof, — Each attribute is conceived through itself 
without anything else (I, lo). The modes, then, of 
each attribute involve the concept of their own 
attribute, but of no other ; therefore (I, axiom 4) they 
have as their cause God, in so far as he is considered 
merely under the attribute of which they are modes, 
and not in so far as he is considered under any other. 
Q. E. D. 

Corollary, — Hence it follows that the formal being 
of things, which are not modes of thinking, does not 
follow from the divine nature because this first knew 
things ; but the objects of ideas follow and are inferred 
from their attributes in the same manner and by the 
same necessity, as we have shown ideas to follow from 
the attribute of thought. 

Prop. 7. The order and connection of ideas is the 
same as the order and connection of things. 

Proof. — The proof is evident from axiom 4, of Part 
I, for the idea of anything that is caused depends upon 
a knowledge^of the cause whose effect it is. 

Corollary. — Hence it follows that God's power of 
thinking is equal to his realized power of acting. That 
is, whatever follows formally* from the infinite nature 
of God follows also objectively in God in the same 
order and with the same connection from the idea of 
God. 

Scholium. — Before going further, we should recall to 
mind this truth, which has been proved above, namely, 
that whatever can be perceived by infinite intellect 
*See note to I, 17, schol, — Tr. 
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as constituting the essence of substance belongs exclu- 
sively to the one substance, and consequently that 
thinking substance and extended substance are one and 
the same substance, which is comprehended now under 
this, now under that attribute. So also, a mode of 
extension and the idea of that mode are one and the 
same thing, but expressed in two ways ; a truth which 
certain of the Hebrews* appear to have seen as if 
through a mist, in that they assert that God, the intel- 
lect of God, and the things known by it, are one and 
the same. For example, a circle existing in nature, 
and the idea, which also is in God, of this existing 
circle, are one and the same thing, manifested through 
different attributes ; for this reason, whether we con- 
ceive nature under the attribute of extension, or under 
that of thought, or under any other attribute whatever, 
we shall find there follows one and the same order, or 
one and the same concatenation of causes, that is, the 
same thing. I have said, that God is the cause of an 
idea ; for instance, the idea of a circle, merely in so 
far as he is a thinking thing, and of the circle, merely 
in so far as he is an extended thing, just for the reason 
that the formal being of the idea of a circle can only 
be perceived through another mode of thinking, as its 
proximate cause, that one in its turn through another, 
and so to infinity. Thus, whenever we consider things 
as modes of thinking, we should explain the whole or- 
der of nature, or concatenation of causes, through the 
attribute of thought alone ; and in so far as we con- 
sider them as modes of extension, we should likewise 

* This may have reference to a passage in the work entitled *' The 
Garden of Pomegranates," by Moses Corduero, a Kabbalist of the 
sixteenth century ; or, perhaps, to a passage in the '* Guide to the 
Perplexed," by Maimonides. — Tr. 
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explain the whole order of nature solely through the 
attribute of extension. So also in the case of the other 
attributes. Therefore God is truly the cause of things, 
as they are in him, in so far as he consists in infinite 
attributes. I cannot explain this more clearly here.^ 

Prop. 8. The ideas of individual things or modes 
which do not exist must be comprehended in the infinite 
idea of Gody in the same way as the formal essences of in- 
dividual things or modes are contained in the attributes of 
God 

Proof. — This proposition is evident from the one 
preceding, but it may be more clearly understood from 
the preceding scholium. 

Corollary. — Hence it follows that so long as individ- 
ual things do not exist, except in so far as they are 
comprehended in the attributes of God, their objec- 
tive being, that is, their ideas, do not exist, except in 
so far as the infinite idea of God exists ; and when 
particular things are said to exist, not merely in so far 
as they are comprehended in the attributes of God, but 
also in so far as they are said to have a being in time, 
their ideas, too, involve an existence, through which 
they are said to have a being in time. 

Scholium, — If anyone wants an illustration to explain 
this matter more fully, I can, indeed, give none that 
will adequately explain the thing of which I speak, for 
it is unique. I will, however, do what I can to make it 
clear. The nature of the circle is such that the rect- 
angles formed by the segments of all the straight lines 
which intersect each other in it are equal. It follows 
that an infinity of rectangles equal to each other are 
contained in the circle. Still, no one of them can be 
said to exist, except in so far as the circle exists, nor 
can the idea of any one of these rectangles be said to 
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exist, except in so far as it is comprehended in the idea 
of the circle. 

Of that infinite number let us now conceive two only, 
E and D as existing. Plainly their 
ideas also now exist, not merely in 
so far as they are comprehended 
in the idea of the circle ; but also 
in so far as they involve the exist- 
ence of those rectangles. And by 
this they are distinguished from 
the remaining ideas of the rest of the rectangles. 

Prop. 9. The idea of an individual things actually 
existenty has God for its causey not in so far as he is in- 
finite y but in so far as he is considered as affected by an- 
other idea of an individual thing actually existent, of 
which idea in its turn God is cause, in so far as he is 
affected by a third idea, and so to infinity. 

Proof — The idea of an individual thing actually 
existent is an individual mode of thinking, and distinct 
from all others (8, cor, and schol.) therefore (6) it has 
God, in so far merely as he is a thinking thing, for its 
cause. Not, however (I, 28), in so far as he is a thing 
thinking absolutely, but in so far as he is considered 
as affected by some other mode of thinking ; and of 
this also God is cause in so far as he is affected by an- 
other, and so to infinity. But, the order and concate- 
nations of ideas (7) is the same as the order and con- 
catenation of causes ; therefore, of any particular idea, 
another idea, that is, God, in so far as he is considered 
as affected by another idea, is the cause ; of this one, too, 
he is the cause in so far as he is affected by another, 
and so to infinity. Q. E. D. 

Corollary. — Whatever takes place in the individual 
object of any idea, the knowledge of this is in God, 
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in so far only as he has an idea of the said ob- 
ject. 

Proof. — The idea of whatever takes place in the ob- 
ject of any idea is in God (3) not in so far as he is in- 
finite, but in so far as he is considered as affected by 
another idea of an individual thing {by the preceding 
proposition)', but (7) the order and concatenation of 
ideas is the same as the order and concatenation of 
things. The knowledge, therefore, of what takes 
place in any individual object, is in God, in so far only 
as he has the idea of that object. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 10. Substantive being does not belong to the 
essence of many that is, substance does not constitute the 
essence of man. 

Proof, — Substantive being involves necessary exis- 
tence (I, 7). If, then, substantive being belongs to the 
essence of man, given substance, man would necessa- 
rily be included {def 2) : hence man would necessarily 
exist, which {axiom i) is absurd. Therefore, etc. 
Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — This proposition is proved also by I, 5, 
namely, that there are not two substances of the same 
nature. As, however, a number of men may exist, that 
which constitutes the essence of man is not substantive 
being. This proposition is evident, moreover, from the 
other properties of substance, that is, that substance is 
in its nature infinite, immutable, indivisible, etc.; as 
anyone may readily see. 

Corollary, — Hence it follows that the essence of man 
consists of certain modifications of the attributes of 
God. Substantive being {by the preceding proposition) 
does not belong to the essence of man. It is, therefore 
(I, 15), something which is in God, and which without 
God can neither be nor be conceived, that is (I, 25, cor,). 
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a modification, or mode, which expresses the nature of 
God in a definite and determinate manner. 

Scholium, — Surely all must admit that without God 
nothing can be or be conceived. For it is an accepted 
fact with all that God is the sole cause of all things, 
both of their essence and of their existence ; that is, 
God is the cause of things, not merely with respect to 
their coming into existence, as they say, but also with 
respect to their being. At the same time many say 
that that belongs to the essence of a thing without 
which the thing can neither be nor be conceived. 
Consequently they either believe that the nature of 
God belongs to the essence of created things, or that 
created things can be or be conceived without God, 
or, as is more probable, they are inconsistent. The 
cause of this I believe to be that they have not ob- 
served the proper order of philosophizing. They have 
believed the divine nature, which should be contem- 
plated before everything else, since it is prior both in 
knowledge and in nature, to be last in the order of 
knowledge, and the things called objects of sense to be 
first of all. Whence it has come to pass that, while 
they contemplated the things of nature, they thought 
of nothing less than they did of the divine nature, and 
when afterward they summoned their mind to the con- 
templation of the divine nature, there was nothing they 
could think of less than of their first imaginings, upon 
which they had based the knowledge of the things of 
nature, inasmuch as these could not at all help one 
to the knowledge of the divine nature. Hence it is no 
wonder that they sometimes contradicted themselves. 
But this I pass over. My purpose here was only to 
give the reason why I did not say that that belongs to 
the essence of anything without which the thing can 
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neither be nor be conceived. It is, that particular 
things cannot be or be conceived without God, and yet 
God does not belong to their essence. For my part, 
I have said that that necessarily constitutes the essence 
of anything, which is so related to it, that the thing 
exists when it exists, and the thing is taken away when 
it is taken away ; or that without which the thing, and, 
conversely, which without the thing, can neither be nor 
be conceived. 

Prop. ii. The first thing that constitutes the actual 
being of the human mind is nothing else than the idea of 
some individual thing actually existing. 

Proof. — The essence of man (by the corollary to the 
preceding proposition) consists of certain modes of the 
attributes of God ; namely (axiom 2) of modes of 
thinking, to all of which (axiom 3) an idea is prior 
by nature, and when this is present the other modes 
(those, that is, to which the idea is prior by nature) 
must be present in the same individual (by the same 
axiom). Thus an idea is the first thing that consti- 
tutes the being of the human mind. But it is not the 
idea of a non-existent thing, for then (8, cor^ the idea 
itself could not be said to exist ; it is, then, the idea 
of a thing actually existing. Not, however, of an in- 
finite thing. For an infinite thing (I, 21 and 22) must 
always necessarily exist ; but this is {axiom i) absurd ; 
therefore the first thing that constitutes the actual 
being of the human mind is the idea of an individual 
thing actually existing. Q. E. D. 

Corollary, — Hence it follows that the human mind \ 
is a part of the infinite intellect of God. When, there- 
fore, we say that the human mind perceives this or 
that, we say merely that God, not in so far as he is 
infinite, but in so far as he is manifested by the nature 
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of the human mind, that is, in so far as he constitutes 
the essence of the human mind, has this or that idea : 
and when we say that God has this or that idea, not 
merely in so far as he constitutes the nature of the 
human mind, but in so far as simultaneously with the 
human mind he has also the idea of another thing, 
we say the human mind perceives the thing partially 
or inadequately. 

Scholium. — Here, doubtless, my readers will stick, 
and will devise many things which will cause delay. 
For this reason I beg them to proceed with me 
slowly, and not to pass judgment on these matters 
until they have read over the whole. 

Prop. 12. Whatever takes place in the object of the 
idea that constitutes the human mind must be perceived 
by the human mind ; that is^ an idea of that thing is neces- 
sarily in the mind'. In other words^ if the object of the 
idea that constitutes the human mind be a body^ nothing can 
take place in that body without being perceived by the mind. 

Proof. — Whatever takes place in the object of any 
idea, the knowledge of it is necessarily in God (9, cor!)^ 
in so far as he is considered as affected by the idea of 
that object; that is (11), in so far as he constitutes 
the mind of any thing. Whatever, then, takes place 
in the object of the idea that constitutes the human 
mind, the knowledge of it is necessarily in God, in so 
far as he constitutes the nature of the human mind, 
that is (11, cor!)^ the knowledge of it is necessarily in 
the mind, or the mind perceives it. Q. E. D. 

Scholium. — This proposition is evident also, and 
more clearly understood, from 7, schol.y which see. 

Prop. 13. The object of the idea that constitutes 
the human mind is the body^ that is^ a definite mode of 
extension actually existing^ and nothing else. 
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Proof, — If the body were not the object of the 
human mind, the ideas of the modifications of the 
body would not be in God (9, cor.)^ in so far as he 
constituted our mind, but in so far as he constituted 
the mind of something else; that is (11, r^r.), the 
ideas of the modifications of the body would not be in 
our mind. But {axiom 4) we have ideas of the modi- 
fications of the body. Therefore the object of the 
idea that constitutes the human mind is the body, and 
that (11) actually existing. Again, if, besides the 
body, there were still another object of the mind, 
since nothing (I, 36) exists from which some effect 
does not follow, there should (11) necessarily be in 
our mind the idea of some effect of this object.* But 
{aociom 5) there is no such idea. Therefore the object 
of our mind is the existing body and nothing else. 
Q. E. D. 

Corollary. — Hence it follows that man consists of 
mind and body, and that the human body exists, just 
as we perceive it. 

Scholium. — From this we comprehend, not merely 
that the human mind is united to the body, but also 
what is meant by the union of mind and body. No 
one, however, can comprehend this adequately or dis- 
tinctly, unless he first gain an adequate knowledge of 
the nature of our body. What we have proved so far 
have been very general truths, which do not apply 
more to men than to all other individuals, which are 
all, though in different degrees, animated. For of 
everything there is necessarily an idea in God, of 
which God is the cause, just as there is an idea of the 
human body ; therefore, whatever we have said of the 
idea of the human body must necessarily be said of the 
idea of everything. Yet we cannot deny that ideas 
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dififer among themselves as do their objects, and that 
one is more excellent than another, and contains more 
reality, just as the object of the one is more excellent 
than the object of the other, and contains more reality. 
Therefore, in order to determine in what the human 
mind differs from the others, and in what it excels the 
others, it is necessary for us to gain a knowledge, as 
we have said, of the nature of its object, that is, of the 
human body. This, however, I cannot here explain, 
nor is it necessary for what I wish to prove. Still I 
make the general statement that, in proportion as any 
body is more capable than the rest of acting or being 
acted upon in many ways at the same time, its mind is 
more capable than the rest of perceiving many things 
at the same time ; and the more the actions of a 
body depend upon itself alone, and the less other 
bodies join with it in acting, the more its mind is cap- 
able of distinct comprehension. From this we may 
discover the superiority of one mind over others. 
Further we may see the reason why we have only a 
confused knowledge of our body ; and many other 
things which, in what follows, I will deduce from 
these. Wherefore I have thought it worth while to 
explain and prove these things rather elaborately. 
To do this, I must premise a few statements concern- 
ing the nature of bodies.® 

Axiom I. — All bodies are either in motion or at 
rest. 

Axiom 2. — Every body moves sometimes more 
slowly, sometimes more rapidly. 

Lemma i. — Bodies are distinguished from one another 
by reason of their motion or resty their swiftness or slow- 
ness, and not by reason of their substance. 

Proof, — The first part of this I assume to be self- 
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evident. That bodies are not distinguished by reason 
of their substance is evident both from I, 5, and I, 8. 
It is still more evident from what is said in the 
scholium to I, 15. 

Lemma 2, — A// bodies agree in some respects. 

Proof* — All bodies agree, in the first place, in that 
they involve the conception of one and the same 
attribute (def. 1). In the second place, in that they 
can move now more slowly, now more swiftly, or 
simply now move and now remain at rest. 

Lemma 3. — A body in motion or at rest must have 
been determined to motion or rest by another body, which 
eUso was determined to motion or rest by another^ this 
again by another ^ and so to infinity. 

Proof, — Bodies {def. 1) are individual things, which 
(lemma i) are distinguished from one another by 
reason of their motion and rest ; therefore (I, 28) 
each must necessarily have been determined to motion 
or rest by another individual thing, namely (6) by 
another body, which {axiom i) is also either in motion 
or at rest. But this, too {by the same reasoning), could 
not have been in motion or at rest, if it had not been 
determined to motion or rest by another, and this in 
turn {by the same reckoning) by another, and so to 
infinity. Q. E. D. 

Corollary, — Hence it follows that a body in motion 
remains in motion until it is determined by another 
body to come to rest ; and a body at rest remains, too, 
at rest until it is determined to motion by another. 
This is, besides, self-evident. For if I suppose a 
body — A, for instance — to be at rest, and do not direct 
my attention to other moving bodies, I can say nothing 
of the body A except that it is at rest. But should it 
afterward happen that the body A is set in motion, 
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that surely could not have arisen from the fact that it 
was at rest ; for from that nothing else could follow 
than that the body A should remain at rest. If, on the 
contrary, A be supposed to be in motion, whenever we 
think only of A, we can make no affirmation concern- 
ing it except that it is in motion. But should it after- 
ward happen that A is brought to rest, that truly 
could never have arisen from the motion which it had 
before ; from the motion nothing else could follow than 
that A should be in motion. It arises, therefore, from 
something which was not in A, namely from an external 
cause, by which it was determined to come to rest. 

Axiom I. — All the modes, in which any body is af- 
fected by another body, are a consequence both of the 
nature of the body afifected and of the nature of the 
body afifecting it ; so that one and the same body is 
set in motion in divers ways according to the diversity 
of nature of the bodies setting it in motion ; and, on 
the other hand, different bodies are set in motion in 
different ways by one and the same body. 

Axiom 2. — When a body in motion impinges upon 
another which is at rest, and which it cannot set in 
motion, it is reflected in such a way that it continues 
in motion, and the angle made by 
the line of reflection with the 
plane of the body at rest, upon 
which the former body has im- 
pinged, is equal to the angle which 
the line of incidence makes with 
the same plane. 

This is true of the most simple bodies, which are 
distinguished from one another only by motion or 
rest, swiftness or slowness : now let us pass on to 
those that are complex. 
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Definition. — When several bodies of the same size or 
of dififerent sizes are so pressed upon by other bodies 
as to lie against each other, or if they move with the 
same or with different degrees of rapidity, in such a 
way as to communicate to each other their motions 
according to some fixed law, we say that they are 
united to each other, and that all together compose one 
body, that is, one individual, which is distinguished 
from all others by this union of bodies. 

Axiom 3. — In proportion as the parts of an indi- 
vidual, or composite body, are in contact with each 
other by greater or less surfaces, the less or more 
easily can they be forced to change their place, and, 
consequently, the more or less easily can that individual 
be made to take another shape. Hence I shall call 
hard^ bodies the parts of which are in contact by large 
surfaces ; soft^ those the parts of which are in contact 
by small surfaces ; and fluid^ those, finally, whose 
parts are in motion among themselves. 

Lemma 4. — If^ from a body^ or individual^ composed 
of many bodies^ some bodies are taken away^ and at the 
same time Just as many of the same nature take their 
place^ the individual will keep the nature it had before^ 
without any change of its essence. 

Proof, — Bodies (lemma i) are not distinguished by 
reason of their substance ; it is,'however, a union of 
bodies (by the preceding definition) that constitutes the 
essence of the individual. But this (by hypothesis) it 
retains, even though there be a continual change of 
bodies. The individual will retain, therefore, as 
respects both substance and mode, the nature that it 
had before. Q. E. D. 

Lemma 5. — If the component parts^ of an individual 
become greater or less, but in such a way that all preserve 
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the same relative proportion of motion and rest with 
respect to each other as they did b/ fore, the individual will 
likewise retain the nature it had before^ without any 
change of essence. 

Proof. — The proof of this is the same as that of the 
preceding lemma. 

Lemma 6. — If the bodies which compose an indi- 
vidual are made to change the direction of the motion 
which they have ; but in such a way as to continue their 
motions, and to communicate them to one another in the 
same proportion as before ; the individual will likewise 
retain its nature^ without any change of essence. 

Proof, — The proof is self-evident. For it retains, 
by hypothesis, all that we have given in its definition 
as constituting its essence. 

Lemma 7. — Moreover^ the individual^ thus composite^ 
retains its nature, whether as a whole it moves or is at 
rest, or tvhether it moves in this or in that direction, so 
long as each part retains its motion, and communicates it 
to the rest, as before. 

Proof, — The proof is evident from its definitions, 
which see before lemma 4. 

Scholium, — Thus, we see how a composite individ- 
ual can be affected in many ways, and yet preserve its 
nature. So far we have conceived an individual, 
which is composed merely of bodies that are dis- 
tinguished from one another only by motion or rest, 
swiftness or slowness, that is, which is composed of 
the most simple bodies. If now we conceive another 
composed of many individuals of different natures, we 
shall find that it can be affected in many other ways, 
and yet preserve its nature. For, since each of its 
parts is composed of many bodies, each part will be 
able (by the preceding lemma) without any change of its 
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nature, to move now more slowly, now more swiftly, 
and hence to communicate its motions more swiftly or 
more slowly to the other parts ; and if we further con- 
ceive a third class of individuals composed of this sec- 
ond kind, we shall find that it can be affected in many 
other ways, without any change of its essence. If we 
go on thus to infinity, we shall easily conceive the 
whole of nature as one individual, whose parts, that is, 
all bodies, vary in an infinity of ways, without any 
change of the whole individual. Had it been my pro- 
fessed purpose to treat of body, I should have explained 
and proved these things more at length. But I have 
just said that I have another purpose, and bring these 
things forward for no other reason than that I can 
easily deduce from them what I have undertaken to 
prove. 

Postulates, 

1. The human body is composed of many individ- 
uals of different natures, each one of which is highly 
composite. 

2. Of the individuals which compose the human 
body, some are fluid, some soft, and some hard. 

3. The individuals which compose the human body, 
and, consequently, the human body itself, are affected 
in many ways by external bodies. 

4. The human body needs, for its conservation, 
many other bodies, by which it is continually, as it 
were, born anew. 

5. When a fluid part of the human body is deter- 
mined by an external body to impinge often upon a 
soft part, it changes the plane of the latter, and im- 
prints upon it certain traces, as it were, of the impel- 
ling external body. 

6. The human body can move external bodies in 
many ways, and dispose them in many ways. 
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Prop. 14. The human mind is capable of having 
many perceptions^ and the more capable^ the greater the 
number of ways in which its body can be disposed. 

Proof, — The human body {^postulates 3 and 6) is af- 
fected in many ways by external bodies, and is adapted 
to affect external bodies in many ways. But (12) the 
human mind must perceive whatever takes place in the 
human body. Therefore, the human mind is capable 
of having many perceptions, and the more capable, 
etc. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 15. The idea, which constitutes the essential 
being of the human mindy is fwt simple, but composed of 
many ideas. 

Proof, — The idea, which constitutes the essential 
being of the human mind, is the idea of the body (13) 
and this {postulate i) is composed of many highly com- 
posite individuals. But there is necessarily in God (8, 
cor,) an idea of each of the individuals which compose 
the body. Therefore (7) the idea of the human body 
is composed of these many ideas of the component 
parts. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 16. The idea of any mode, in which the 
human body is affected by external bodies, must involve 
both the nature of the human body and the nature of the 
external body. 

Proof, — All the modes, in which any body is affected, 
are a consequence both of the nature of the body af- 
fected, and the nature of the body affecting it {axiom 
I, after the cor. to lemma 3). Therefore, their idea 
(I, axiom 4) necessarily involves the nature of both 
bodies. Consequently, the idea of any mode, in which 
the human body is affected by an external body, in- 
volves the nature of the human body and of the 
external body. Q. E. D. 

Corollary, i. — Hence it follows, in the first place, . 
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that the human mind perceives the nature of many 
bodies along with the nature of its own body. 

Corollary 2. — And it follows, in the second place, 
that the ideas which we have of external bodies indi- 
cate rather the constitution of our own body than the 
nature of external bodies ; as I have explained with 
many illustrations in the Appendix to Part I. 

Prop. 17. If the human body is affected in a man- 
ner which involves the nature of any external body, the 
human mind will regard this external body as actually ex- 
isting, or as present to it, until the body is affected with 
some modification which excludes the existence or presence 
of this body. 

Proof. — The proof is evident. As long as the hu- 
man body is thus affected, the human mind (12) will 
contemplate this modification of the body ; that is {by 
the preceding prop.), will have the idea of a mode actu- 
ally existing, which involves the nature of an external 
body ; that is, an idea that does not exclude the 
existence or presence of the nature of the external 
body, but affirms it. Therefore the mind {cor. 1 to 
the preceding prep.) will regard an external body as 
actually existing, or as present, until it is affected, etc. 
Q. E. D. 

Corollary. — The mind can contemplate, as if they 
were present, external bodies by which the human body 
has once been affected, although they do not exist and 
are not present. 

Proof — When external bodies cause the fluid parts 
of the human body to impinge often upon the softer 
parts, they change {postulate 5) the planes of these lat- 
ter ; whence it happens {axiom 2 after the cor. to lemma 
3) that the fluid parts are reflected by them in a way 
different from that in which they were before ; and 
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that, after that, when they meet these new planes in 
their spontaneous motion, they are reflected in the 
same way as they are when impelled by external 
bodies toward these planes, and consequently, when 
they continue their motion thus reflected, they affect 
the human body in the same way. Of this the mind 
(12) will think again ; that is (17), the mind will again 
contemplate the external body as though it were 
present. This it will do as often as the fluid parts of 
the human body meet in their spontaneous motion the 
same planes. Wherefore, although the external bodies 
by which the huipan body was once affected do not 
exist, the mind will contemplate them as though they 
were present, as often as this action of the body is 
repeated. Q. E. D. 

Scholium. — Thus we see how it can be that we con- 
template things that are not, as though they were, 
present, as often happens. It is possible that this is 
brought about by other causes, but it is here sufficient 
that I have shown one by which I can explain the 
thing as well as if I had explained it by its true cause. 
Nevertheless I do not think I am far wrong, since all 
the postulates I have assumed contain scarcely any- 
thing not in harmony with experience, and experience 
we may not doubt, after we have shown that the 
human body exists just as we perceive it (13, cor^. 
Besides {from the preceding cor,^ and 16, cor, 2) we 
clearly comprehend the difference between the idea, 
for instance, of Peter, which constitutes the essence of 
the mind of Peter, and the idea of the same Peter, 
which is in another man, say in Paul. The former 
directly manifests the essence of Peter's body, nor 
does it involve existence, except so long as Peter 
exists ; the latter, on the other hand, indicates rather 
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the condition of Paul's body than the nature of Peter; 
and, therefore, while that condition of Paul's body 
endures, the mind of Paul will contemplate Peter as 
present, although he does not exist. Further, to keep 
to the usual phraseology, we will call the modifications 
of the human body, the ideas of which represent 
external bodies as present to us, images of things, 
although they do not reproduce the shapes of things. 
When the mind contemplates bodies in this way, we 
will speak of it as imagining. And here, that I may 
begin to show what error is, I would have you note 
that acts of imagination, in themselves considered, 
contain no error ; that is, that the mind does not err 
from the mere fact that it imagines, but only in so far 
as it is considered as lacking the idea, which excludes 
the existence of the things it imagines as present. For 
if the mind, at the same time that it imagines things 
non-existent as present, knows that these things do 
not really exist, surely this power of imagination 
should be attributed to a virtue in its nature, and not 
to a defect. Especially is this true, if this faculty of 
imagining depend solely upon its nature, that is (I, def, 
7), if this faculty of imagining, which the mind has, 
be free. 

Prop. \Z, If the human body has once been affected 
simultaneously by two or more bodies^ when the mind, 
after that^ imagines any one of them, it will forthwith 
(all to remembrance also the others. 

Proof — The cause of the mind's imagining any 
body is {by the preceding corollary), that the human 
body is affected and disposed by the traces of an 
external body, in the same way as it was affected when 
certain of its .parts were impelled by that external 
body : but {by hypothesis) the body was then so dis- 
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posed that the mind imagined two bodies at the same 
time ; it will therefore now, also, imagine two at the 
same time ; and when the mind imagines either, it will 
forthwith recollect the other. Q. E. D. 

Scholium. — From • this we clearly comprehend what 
memory is. It is nothing but a certain concatenation 
of ideas, involving the nature of things outside of the 
human body, which arises in the mind according to 
the order and concatenation of the modifications of 
the human body. I say, in the first place, that it is a 
concatenation of those ideas only that involve the 
nature of things outside of the human body, not of 
the ideas that manifest the nature of those things ; for 
these ideas are really (16) ideas of the modifications 
of the human body, which involve both its nature and 
that of external bodies. I say, in the second place, 
that this concatenation follows the order and con- 
catenation of the modifications of the human body, to 
distinguish it from the concatenation of ideas which 
follows the order of the understanding, in which the 
mind perceives things through their first causes, and 
which is the same in all men. From this, furthermore, 
we clearly understand why the mind, from the thought 
of one thing, immediately passes to the thought of 
another, which bears no resemblance to the former. 
For example, from the thought of the word pomum 
(apple) a Roman passes straightway to the thought of 
the fruit, which bears no resemblance to that articulate 
sound, and has nothing in common with it, except 
that the body of the same man has often been affected 
by these two ; that is, the man has often heard the 
word pomum while he saw this fruit. Thus each one 
passes from one thought to another, according as 
custom has ordered the images of things in his body. 



Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



93 THE PHILOSOPHY OF SPINOZA. [P^T II 

A soldier, for instance, who sees in the sand the tracks 
of a horse, passes at once from the thought of the 
horse to the thought of its rider, and from that to the 
thought of war, etc. ; while a rustic passes from the 
thought of a horse to the thought of a plow, a field, 
etc. Thus each one, according as he has been accus- 
tomed to join and connect the images of things in this 
or that way, passes from one thought to this one or 
that one. 

Prop. 19. The human mind does not come to a 
knowledge of the human body itself ^ or know that it 
exists^ except through the ideas of the modifications by 
which the body is affected. 

Proof, — The human mind is the idea or knowledge 
of the human body (13), which (9) is in God, in so far 
as he is considered as affected by the idea of another 
individual thing. Or rather, since {^postulate 4) the 
human body needs many bodies, by which it is con- 
tinually born anew, as it were ; and since the order 
and connectipn of ideas is (7) the same as the order 
and connection of causes ; this idea is in God, in so 
far as he is considered as affected by the ideas of 
many individual things. Therefore God has an idea 
of the human body, or knows the human body, in so 
far as he is affected by many other ideas ; and not in 
so far as he constitutes the nature of the human mind ; 
that is (11, cor^, the human mind does not know the 
human body. But the ideas of the modifications of 
the body are in God, in so far as he constitutes the 
nature of the human mind ; that is, the human mind 
perceives these same modifications (12), and conse- 
quently (16) perceives the human body itself, and that 
(17) as really existing. Therefore, only in so far does 
the human mind perceive the human body. Q. E. D. 
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Prop. 20. There is in God also an idea or knowl- 
edge of the human mind, which follows in God in the 
same way, and is referred to God in the same way, as the 
idea or knowledge of the human body. 

Proof, — Thought is an attribute of God (i); there- 
fore (3) there must necessarily be in God an idea of 
it and of all its modifications, and consequently (11) 
of the human mind also. In the second place, it does 
not follow that this idea or knowledge of the mind is 
in God in so far as he is infinite, but in so far as he 
is affected by another idea of an individual thing (9). 
But the order and connection of ideas is the same as 
the order and connection of causes (7). Therefore 
this idea or knowledge of the mind follows in God, 
and is referred to God, in the same way as the idea 
or knowledge of the body. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 21. This idea of the mind is united to the 
mind in the same way as the mind itself is united to the 
body. 

Proof. — We have proved that the mind is united to 
the body, from the fact that the body is the object of 
the mind (12 and 13); hence, for the same reason, the 
idea of the mind must be united with its object, that 
is, with the mind itself, in the same way as the mind 
is united with the body. Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — This proposition is much more clearly 
comprehended from what was said in the scholium to 
prop. 7 of this part. We there showed that the idea 
of the body and the body, that is (13), the mind 
and the body, are one and the same individual, con- 
ceived now under the attribute of thought, now under 
that of extension. Wherefore the idea of the mind 
and the mind itself are one and the same thing, con- 
ceived under one and the same attribute, namely, that 
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of thought. The idea of the mind, I say, and the 
mind itself follow in God, by the same necessity, from 
the same power of thinking. For, in truth, the idea 
of the mind — that is, the idea of an idea — is nothing 
else than the essence of an idea, in so far as this is 
considered as a mode of thinking, and without rela- 
tion to its object. When anyone knows a thing, from 
that very fact he knows that he knows it, and at the 
same time knows that he knows that he knows it, and 
so to infinity. But of this more hereafter. 

Prop. 22. The human mind perceives^ not merely 
the modifications of the body^ but also the ideas of these 
modifications. 

Proof. — The ideas of the ideas of modifications fol- 
low in God in the same way, and are referred to God 
in the same way, as the ideas of the modifications. 
This is proved as is prop. 20. But the ideas of the 
modifications of the body are in the human mind (12), 
that is (11, cor,^^ they are in God, in so far as he con- 
stitutes the essence of the human mind. Therefore, 
the ideas of these ideas are in God, in so far as he has 
a knowledge, or idea, of the human mind; that is 
(21), they are in the human mind itself, which, conse- 
quently, perceives not merely the modifications of the 
body, but also the ideas of these. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 23. The mind only knows itself in so far as it 
perceives the ideas of the modifications of the body. 

Proof, — The idea or knowledge of the mind (20) 
follows in God in the same way, and is referred to God 
in the same way, as the idea or knowledge of the body. 
But since (19) the human mind does not know the 
body itself ; that is (11, cor^^ since the knowledge of the 
human body is not referred to God, in so far as he 
constitutes the nature of the human mind ; neither is 
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the knowledge of the mind referred to God, in so far 
as he constitutes the essence of the human mind ; and 
hence (11, cor,)y in so far the human mind does not know 
itself. In the second place, the ideas of the modifica- 
tions which the human body receives involve the na- 
ture of the human body itself (t6), that is (13), they 
agree with the nature of the mind ; hence the knowledge 
of these ideas necessarily involves the knowledge of 
the mind. But {ly the preceding proposition) the 
knowledge of these ideas is in the human mind itself. 
Therefore only in so far does the human mind know 
itself. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 24. The human wind does not involve an 
adequate knowledge of the parts which compose the human 
body. 

Proof, — The parts which compose the human body 
do not belong to the essence of the body, except in so 
far as they communicate to one another their motions 
according to a certain definite law {see the def, after 
lemma 3, cor?) and not in so far as they can be regarded 
as individuals without relation to the human body. 
For the parts of the human body are {postulate i) highly 
composite individuals, the parts of which (lemma 4) 
can be separated from the human body, while the na- 
ture and essence of the latter are preserved intact, and 
can communicate their motions {axiom i, after lemma 
3) to other bodies according to another law. There- 
fore (3) the idea or knowledge of any part is in God, 
and that (9), in so far as he is regarded as affected by 
another idea of an individual thing, which individual 
thing is prior in the order of nature to the part in question 
(7). This may be said, too, of any part of the indi- 
vidual which forms a part of the human body ; hence, 
the knowledge of any component part of the human 
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body is in God, in so far as he is affected by many ideas 
of things, and not in so far as he has an idea of the 
human body merely ; that is (13), an idea, which con- 
stitutes the nature of the human mind. Therefore 
(11, cor.) the human mind does not involve an adequate 
knowledge of the parts which compose the human body. 
Q. E. D. 

Prop. 25. TA^ idea of any modification of the 
human body does not involve an adequate knowledge of an 
external body. 

Proof. — We have shown (16) that the idea of a 
modification of the human body involves the nature 
of an external body in so far as the external body 
modifies the human body itself in a certain determi- 
nate manner. But in so far as the external body is an 
individual, which is not referred to the human body, 
the idea or knowledge of it is in God (9), in so far as 
God is regarded as affected by the idea of another 
thing, which (7) is prior by nature to the external 
body itself. Wherefore the adequate knowledge of 
an external body is not in God in so far as he has an 
idea of a modification of the human body ; that is, the 
idea of a modification of the human body does not in- 
volve an adequate knowledge of an external body. 
Q. E. D. 

Prop. 26. The human mind does not perceive any 
external body as actually existing^ except through the 
ideas of the modifications of its own body. 

Proof. — If the human body is in no way affected by 
an external body, neither is (7) the idea of the human 
body, that is (13), the human mind, affected in any 
way by the idea of the existence of that body, or, in 
other words, it in no way perceives the existence of 
that external body. But in so far as the human 



Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



Prop. 28] the mind. 97 

body is in some way affected by an external body, 
the mind {16 and cor.) perceives an external body. 
Q. E. D. 

Corollary, — In so far as the human mind imagines 
an external body, it does not have an adequate knowl- 
edge of it. 

Proof, — When the human mind contemplates ex- 
ternal bodies through the ideas of the modifications of 
its own body, we say that it is imagining (17, schol.) ; 
nor can the mind by any other method {by the preced- 
ing prop.) imagine external bodies as really existing. 
Therefore (25), in so far as the mind imagines external 
bodies, it does not have an adequate knowledge of 
them. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 27. The idea of any modification of the human 
body does not involve an adequate knowledge of the 
human body itself. 

Proof. — Any idea of any modification of the human 
body involves the nature of the human body, just in so 
far as the human body is regarded as affected in a cer- 
tain determinate manner (16). But in so far as the 
human body is an individual, which can be affected 
in many other ways, the idea of it, etc. See proof of 
prop. 25. 

Prop. 28. The ideas of the modifications of the 
human body, in so far as they are referred to the human 
mind alone ^ are not clear and distinct^ but confused. 

Proof. — The ideas of the modifications of the human 
body involve the nature both of external bodies and 
of the human body itself (16) ; and they must involve 
the nature, not only of the human body, but also of its 
parts ; for the modifications are modes (postulate 3) 
which affect the parts of the human body, and conse- 
quently the whole body. But (24 and 25) the adequate 
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knowledge of external bodies, as well as of the parts 
which compose the human body, is not in God in so 
far as he is considered as affected by the human mind, 
but in so far as he is considered as affected by other 
ideas. These ideas of modifications are therefore, 
in so far as they are referred to the human mind 
merely, like conclusions without premises ; that is 
{as is self evident) J confused ideas. Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — It may be proved in the same way that 
the idea which constitutes the nature of the human 
mind is not, considered in itself alone, clear and dis- 
tinct. This applies also to the idea of the human mind, 
and to the ideas of the ideas of the modification of 
the human body, in so far as they are referred to the 
mind alone, as anyone may readily see. 

Prop. 29. The idea of the idea of any modification of 
the human body does not involve an adequate knoiiUedge 
oj the human mind, 

proof. — The idea of a modification of the human 
body does not (27) involve an adequate knowledge 
of the body itself, that is, does not adequately ex- 
press its nature, or, in other words (13), does not ade- 
quately agree with the nature of the mind. Therefore 
(I, axiom 6) the idea of this idea does not adequately 
express the nature of the human mind ; that is, does 
not involve an adequate knowledge of it. Q. E. D. 

Corollary. — Hence it follows that the human mind, 
when in the ordinary course of nature it perceives 
something, has not an adequate but merely a confused 
and mutilated knowledge, whether of itself, of its body, 
or of external bodies. For the mind has no knowl- 
edge of itself, except in so far as it perceives ideas of 
the modifications of the body (23). Its own body, 
however (19), it does not perceive, except through those 
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very ideas of the modifications through which alone (26) 
it perceives external bodies. Therefore, in so far as it 
has these, it has not an adequate, but merely (28 and 
schoi.) a mutilated and confused knowledge of itself (29), 
of its body (27), and of external bodies (25). Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — I say expressly that the mind has not an 
adequate but merely a confused knowledge of itself, 
of its body, and of external bodies, whenever in the 
ordinary course of nature it perceives a thing ; that is, 
whenever, by chance contact with things, it is deter- 
mined from without to the contemplation of this thing 
or that ; not whenever, from the fact that it is contem- 
plating several things simultaneously, it is determined 
from within to a perception of their harmonies, differ- 
ences, and oppositions. For when it is disposed from 
within in this way or that, things are contemplated 
clearly and distinctly, as I shall show later. 

Prop. 30. We can have but a very inadequate 
knowledge of the duration of our body. 

Proof, — The duration of our body does not depend 
upon its essence {axiom i), nor yet upon the absolute 
nature of God (I, 21). It is (I, 28) determined to exist 
and operate by causes, which are also determined by 
others to exist and operate in a definite and determinate 
manner, and these again by others, and so to infinity. 
Hence the duration of our body depends upon the com- 
mon course of nature and the constitution of things. 
But what the constitution of things is, of this an ade- 
quate knowledge is in God, in so far as he has ideas of 
all things, and not merely in so far as he has the idea 
of the human body (9, cor^. Therefore there is in God 
a very inadequate knowledge of the duration of our 
body, in so far as he is considered merely as consti- 
tuting the nature of the human mind. That is (11, 
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cor,)^ this knowledge is in our mind very inadequate. 
Q. E. D. 

Prop. 31. We can have but a very inadequate knowl- 
edge of the duration of individual things^ which are 
external to us. 

Proof, — Every individual thing, like the human 
body, must be determined to exist and operate in a 
definite and determinate manner by some other indi- 
vidual thing ; this in turn by another, and so to 
infinity (I, 28). But since we have proved in the 
preceding proposition, from this common properly of 
individual things, that we have but a very inadequate 
knowledge of the duration of our body, the same 
inference is to be drawn concerning the duration of 
individual things, to wit, that we can have of it but a 
very inadequate knowledge. Q. E. D. 

Corollary. — Hence it follows that all individual 
things are contingent and perishable. For we can 
have no adequate knowledge of their duration {by the 
preceding prop.), and it is this that we understand 
(I» 3Z> schol.) by the contingency of things and the 
possibility of decay. Except this {I, 29) there is 
nothing contingent. 

Prop. 32. All ideas ^ in so far as they are referred 
to God, are true. 

Proof. — All ideas, that are in God, absolutely agree 
with their objects (7, cor?)y therefore (I, aodom 6) all 
are true. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 33. There is in ideas no positive element, on 
account of which they are called false. 

Proof. — If you deny this, conceive, if you can, the 
positive mode of thinking which constitutes the essence 
of error or falsity. This mode of thinking cannot be 
in God {by the preceding prop ^ ; and yet out of God it 
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cannot either be or be conceived (I, 15). Therefore 
there can be in ideas no positive element, on account 
of which they are called false. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 34. Every idea which is in us absolute, that is, 
adequate and perfect, is true. 

Proof, — When we say that there is in us an ade- 
quate and perfect idea, we say merely (11, cor,) that 
there is in God, in so far as he constitutes the essence 
of our mind, an adequate and perfect idea. Con- 
sequently (32) we say, merely, that such an idea is 
true. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 35. Falsity consists in the privation of knowl- 
edge that is involved in inadequate or mutilated and 
confused ideas. 

Proof, — There is in ideas no positive element, to 
constitute the essence of falsity (33), But falsity can- 
not consist in absolute privation (for minds, not 
bodies, are spoken of as going astray, and yet not being 
deceived) ; nor yet in absolute ignorance, for igno- 
rance and error are different things. Therefore it 
consists in that privation of knowledge which is in- 
volved in an inadequate knowledge of things, that is, 
in inadequate and confused ideas. Q. E. D. 

Scholium. — In the scholium to prop. 17 I have ex- 
plained how error consists in a privation of knowledge, 
but for the fuller explication of this I will give an ex- 
ample. Men are, for instance, deceived in thinking 
themselves free, a belief which rests upon this alone, 
that they are conscious of their actions and ignorant 
of the causes which determine them. This, then, is 
their idea of freedom, that they know no cause of 
their actions. Their statement that human actions 
are due to will is a collection of words, for which they 
have no idea. For all are ignorant of what will is, and 
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how it moves the body. Those who boast that they 
know, and imagine seats and habitations for the soul, 
usually provoke cither laughter or disgust. Thus, 
when we look upon the sun, we imagine it abeut two 
hundred feet away from us ; an error which does not 
consist merely in the act of imagination, but in the 
fact that, while we thus imagine it, we arc ignorant of 
its true distance, and of the cause of this act of the 
imagination. And, although we afterward learn that 
it is above six hundred diameters of the earth away 
from us, nevertheless we imagine it as near ; for we 
do not imagine the sun to be so near because we are 
ignorant of its true distance, but because the modifi- 
cation of our body involves the essence of the sun, in 
so far as the body itself is affected by that object. 

Prop. 36. Inadequate and confused ideas follow by 
the same necessity as adequate^ or clear and distinct^ 
ideas. 

Proof, — All ideas are in God (I, 15) ; and, in so far 
as they are referred to God, are true (32) and (7, cor.) 
adequate. Therefore none are inadequate, or con- 
fused, except in so far as they are referred to some in- 
dividual mind (with regard to which see 24 and 28). 
Hence all, both adequate and inadequate, follow by the 
same necessity (by the corollary to prop, 6. of this Part), 
Q. E. D. 

Prop. 37. That which is commonto all things (regard- 
ing such, see lemma 2, above), and is equally in the part 
and in the whole ^ constitutes the essence of no individual 
thing. 

Proof. — If you deny this, conceive, if you can, that 
it constitutes the essence of some individual thing, 
namely, the essence of B. Then i<Uf. 2) this cannot 
be nor be conceived without B. But this is contrary 
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to the hypothesis. Therefore it does not belong 
to the essence of B, nor constitute the essence of any 
other individual thing. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 38. 2^ hose things that are common to all things ^ 
and that are equally in the part and in the whole^ cannot 
be conceived except adequately. 

Proof. — Let A be something that is common to all 
bodies, and that is equally in the part and in the whole 
of each body. I say that A cannot be conceived ex- 
cept adequately. For the idea of it (7, cor.) is neces- 
sarily adequate in God, both in so far as he has the idea 
of the human body, and in so far as he has the ideas of 
its modifications, which (16, 25, ^«^/ 27) involve both 
the nature of the human body and to some degree that 
of external bodies. That is (12 and 13), this idea is 
necessarily adequate in God, in so far as he constitutes 
the human mind, or in so far as he has ideas, which 
are in the human mind. The mind, therefore (11, r^/-.), 
necessarily perceives A adequately, and that in so far 
as it perceives itself, its own body, or any external 
body ; nor can A be conceived in any other way. 
Q. E. D. 

Corollary. — Hence it follows that certain ideas or 
notions arc common to all men. All bodies {lemma 2) 
agree in some things, and these {by the preceding 
proposition) must be perceived adequately, or clearly 
and distinctly by all. 

Prop. 39. That which is common to and a property of 
the human body and those external bodies by which the 
human body is wont to be affected^ and which is equally in 
the part and in the whole of each of them — of this also 
there is an adequate idea in the mind. 

Proof, — Let A be SHneihing, which is common to 
and a property of the human body and certain exter- 
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nal bodies, which is equally in the human body and in 
these external bodies, and which, finally, is equally in 
the part and in the whole of each external body. Of 
this A there will be in God an adequate idea (7, cor.)^ 
both in so far as he has an idea of the human body, 
and in so far as he has ideas of the said external bodies. 
Now, let the human body be affected by an external 
body, through that which they have in common, that 
is, through A. The idea of this modification will in- 
volve the property A (16) ; and hence (7, cor.) the 
idea of this modification, in so far as it involves the 
property A, will be adequate in God, in so far as he is 
affected by the idea of the human body ; that is (13), 
in so far as he constitutes the nature of the human 
mind. Therefore {iiy cor.) this idea is adequate in 
the human mind also. Q. E. D. 

Corollary, — Hence it follows that the more prop- 
erties the body has in common with other bodies, the 
more things is the mind capable of adequately per- 
ceiving. 

Prop. 40. All ideas in the mind^ that follow from 
ideas which are in it adequate^ are themselves adequate. 

Proof, — This is evident. When we say that an idea 
in the human mind follows from ideas which are in 
the mind adequate, we merely say (11, cor^ that there 
is, in the divine mind itself, an idea of which God is 
the cause, not in so far as he is infinite, nor in so far 
as he is affected by the ideas of many individual things, 
but in so far merely as he constitutes the essence of 
the human mind. 

Scholium i. — Herein I have set forth the cause of 
the notions that are called common^ and that are the 
foundation of all our reasoning. But of certain ax- 
ioms or notions there are other causes, which it would 
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be a digression to unfold here by our method. From 
these it would appear, which notions are the most use- 
ful, and which are of scarcely any value ; then, which 
are common notions, and which are clear and dis- 
tinct "fb" those ^ly who are without prejudices ; and, 
finally, which are unfounded. Moreover, it would ap- 
pear whence the notions called secondary^ and hence 
the axioms based upon them, have had their origin ; 
and there would be set forth other reflections which I 
have made at various times touching this subject. But 
since I have reserved these things for another treatise, 
and for fear that I may arouse aversion by my exces- 
sive prolixity, I have decided to pass over this matter 
here. Nevertheless, that I may omit nothing that it 
is necessary to know, I will briefly mention the causes 
in which the terms known as transcendental have had 
their origin, as, for example. Being, Thing, Something. 
These terms arise from the fact that the human body, 
since it is limited, is only capable of forming in itself 
distinctly a certain number of images at the one time 
(/ have explained what an image is, in the scholium to 
prop. 17). If this number be exceeded, the images 
begin to run together ; and if the number of images 
that the body is able to form in itself distinctly at one 
time be greatly exceeded, they are all entirely con- 
fused with each other. Since this is so, it is evident 
from the corollary to prop. 17, and from prop. 18, 
that the human mind can imagine distinctly at one 
time as many bodies as there are images that can be 
formed at one time in the body corresponding to it. 
But when the images in the body are wholly confused 
with each other, the mind, too, will imagine all bodies 
confusedly, and without distinguishing them at all. It 
will grasp them under one attribute, as it were, namely, 
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under the attribute of Being, of Thing, etc. This can 
also be deduced from the fact that images are not always 
equally lively ; and from other causes analogous to 
these, which it is not necessary to unfold here, for it 
is sufficient to the object we have in view to consider 
a single one. They all come back to this, that these 
terms stand for ideas in the highest degree confused. 
In the second place, from like causes have sprung the 
notions called universalSy as Man, Horse, Dog, etc. 
There are formed in the human body at the one time 
so many images — for instance, of man — that they over- 
come the faculty of imagination ; not, indeed, wholly, 
but to such a degree that the mind is unable to im- 
agine the little differences in the individuals (as the 
color, the size, etc., of each) and their exact number. 
It distinctly imagines only that in which all, in so far 
as they affect the body, agree. By this element, espe- 
cially, the body was affected in the case of each indi- 
vidual ; it is this that the mind expresses by the word 
man j and this that it predicates of an infinity of indi- 
viduals. As we have said, it cannot imagine the exact 
number of individuals. But bear in mind that these 
notions are not formed by everyone in the same way, 
but differently by each according to the nature of the 
object by which the body has been the more often af- 
fected, and which the mind most easily imagines or 
remembers. For example, those who have more often 
regarded with admiration the stature of men will un- 
derstand by the word man an animal erect in stature. 
Those, on the other hand, who have been accustomed 
to notice something else, will form another common 
image, as that man is a laughing animal, a featherless 
biped, a rational animal, and so on. Each one will 
form universal images of things according to the dis- 
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position of his body. Therefore it is not strange 
that among philosophers, who have endeavored to ex- 
plain nature through the mere images of things, there 
have arisen so many controversies. 
^Scholium 2. — From all that has been said above it 
is clearly evident that we have many perceptions, 
and that we form universal notions : First, from indi- 
viduals, represented to our understanding through the 
senses fragmentarily, confusedly, and without order 
(see 29, cor^ ; for this reason I have been accustomed 
to call such perceptions knowledge from vague ex^ 
perience. Second, from signs ; for example, from the 
fact that, when we hear or read certain words, we 
remember things, and form certain resembling ideas 
of them, through which we imagine them [see 18, schol.). 
Both these ways of viewing things I shall hereafter 
call knowledge of the first kindy opinion, or Imagination. 
Third : from the fact that we have common notions 
and adequate ideas of the properties of things {see 38, 
cor.y 39 and cor,, and 40). I shall call this Reasony 
or knowledge of the second kind. Besides these two 
kinds of knowledge there is, as I shall show in what 
follows, still a third, which we shall call Intuitive 
Knowledge, This kind of knowledge proceeds from 
the adequate idea of the formal essence of certain 
attributes of God to the adequate knowledge of the 
essence of things.^] I will make all this clear by a 
single example. Three numbers are given to find a 
fourth, which shall be to the third as the second is to 
the first. Without hesitation merchants multiply the 
second and the third, and divide their product by the 
first. They do this, either because they have not for- 
gotten the rule they received without proof from their 
teacher ; or because they have often tested it with 
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very simple numbers ; or by virtue of the proof of 
prop. 19 of the seventh book of Euclid, namely, from 
the common property of proportionals. But with very 
simple numbers none of these is necessary. For 
example, given the numbers i, 2, 3 — everyone sees 
that the fourth proportional number is 6, and this 
mucli the more clearly in that we infer it to be the 
fourth from the ratio that we see at a glance the first 
bears to the second. 

Prop. 41. Ktwwledge of the first kind is the sole 
cause of falsity^ while that of the second and third kinds 
is necessarily true. 

Proof. — We have said in the preceding scholium 
that to knowledge of the first kind belong all those 
ideas that are inadequate and confused. Therefore 
(35) this knowledge is the sole cause of falsity. We 
have said, in the second place, that to knowledge of 
the second and third kinds belong all those that are 
adequate. Therefore (34) it is necessarily true. 
Q. E. D. 

Prop. 42. Knowledge^ not of the fir sty but of the 
second and third kinds, teaches us to distinguish between 
the true and the false. 

Proof — This proposition is self-evident. He who 
knows how to distinguish between the true and the 
false must have an adequate idea of the true and the 
false ; that is (40, schol 2), must apprehend the true 
and the false by knowledge of the second or third 
kind. 

Prop. 43. He who has a true idea, at the same time 
kno7vs that he has a true idea, nor can he doubt of the 
truth of the thing known. 

Proof, — An idea that is true in us is that which is 
adequate in God, in so far as he is manifested by the 
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nature of the human mind (11, cor.). Let us grant, 
therefore, that there is in God, in so far as he is mani- 
fested by the nature of the human mind, an adequate 
idea A. There must necessarily be also in God an 
idea of this idea, and this is referred to God in the 
same way as the idea A {dy 20, tAe proof of which is 
universal). But the idea A is, by hypothesis, referred 
to God, in so far as he is expressed by the nature of 
the human mind. Therefore the idea of the idea A 
must also be referred to God in the same way. That 
is (11, cor.)^ this adequate idea of the idea A is in the 
mind that has the adequate idea A. Hence, he who 
has an adequate idea, or (34) truly knows something, 
must at the same time have an adequate idea of his 
knowledge, or, in other words, have true knowledge 
of it ; that is {as is self-evident)^ he must at the same 
time be certain. Q. E. D. 

Scholium. — In the scholium to proposition 21 I 
have explained what the idea of an idea is, but one 
should note that the preceding proposition is suffi- 
ciently evident of itself. No one who has a true 
idea is ignorant that a true idea involves the highest 
certainty ; for to have a true idea means nothing else 
than to know something perfectly or in the best possi- 
ble way. No one can doubt this, unless he thinks an 
idea is something passive like a picture on a panel, 
and not a mode of thinking, to wit, the act of under- 
standing itself. Who, I ask, can know that he per- 
ceives anything, without first perceiving the thing? 
That is, who can know that he is certain of anything, 
without first being certain of that thing? In the 
second place, what norm of truth can there be more 
clear and certain than a true idea? Just as light re- 
veals both itself and darkness, so truth is the norm 
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both of itself and of what is false. In the foregoing I 
think I have given an answer to the disputed points : 
First, that if a true idea be distinguished from a false 
one only in that it is said to agree with its object, the 
true idea has no more reality or perfection than the 
false (since they are distinguished merely through an 
external relation), nor, consequently, has the man who 
has true ideas any more than the man who has only 
false ideas. Second, how does it happen that men 
have false ideas ? And, third, how can one know cer- 
tainly that one has ideas which agree with their 
objects? I think, I say, that I have. now answered 
these disputed points. As regards the difference be- 
tween a true idea and a false, it appears from prop. 
35 that the one is related to the other as being to not 
being. The causes of falsity I have very clearly 
shown from proposition 19 to proposition 35 with its 
scholium. From these it is clear what the difference 
is between the man who has true ideas and the man 
who has only false. As to the last point, namely, how 
a man can know he has an idea that agrees with its 
object ; this I have, just above, sufficiently and more 
than sufficiently shown to spring from the mere fact 
that he has an idea that agrees with its object — in 
other words, from the fact that truth is its own norm. 
Add to this that our mind, in so far as it perceives 
things truly, is a part of the infinite understanding of 
God (11, cor.). Therefore it is as necessary that the 
clear and distinct ideas of the mind must be true as 
that the ideas of God must be. 

Prop. 44. // is of the nature of reason to regard 
things^ not as contingent^ but as necessary. 

Proof, — It is of the nature of reason to perceive 
things truly (41), namely (I, axiom 6), as they are in 
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themselves ; that is (I, 29), not as contingent, but as 
necessary. Q. E. D. 

Corollary i. — Hence it follows that it is due only to 
imagination that we regard things, whether with respect 
to the past or to the future, as contingent. 

Scholium. — Nevertheless, I will briefly explain how 
this happens. We have shown above (17 and cor!) 
that the mind, even when things do not exist, always 
imagines them as present, unless there present them- 
selves causes that exclude their present existence. In 
the second place, we have shown (18) that, if the human 
body has once been affected by two external bodies 
simultaneously, the mind, whenever, after that, it imag- 
ines either one of them, will forthwith recall also the 
other, that is, will regard both as present to it, unless 
there present themselves causes that exclude their 
present existence. Further, no one doubts that we 
imagine time because we imagine some bodies moving 
more slowly or more swiftly than, or equally fast with, 
others. Let us suppose, then, a boy, who has yesterday 
for the first time seen Peter in the morning, Paul at 
noon, and Simeon in the evening, and to-day again sees 
Peter in the moaning. It is evident from prop. 18 
that as soon as he sees the morning light he will im- 
agine the sun passing over the same part of the sky he 
saw it pass over on the day before, that is, he will im- 
agine the entire day ; and with the morning he will im- 
agine Peter, with the noon Paul, and with the evening 
Simeon. In other words, he will imagine the existence 
of Paul and of Simeon in relation to future time. If, 
on the contrary, he sees Simeon in the evening, he will 
refer Paul and Peter to past time, imagining them, that 
is, simultaneously with past time. This he will do the 
more uniformly, the oftener he has seen them in this 
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order. But if he should ever hapi>en to see, on some 
other evening, James instead of Simeon, he would on 
the following morning imagine with the evening now 
Simeon and now James, and not both together. For, 
by hypothesis, he has seen only one or the other, not 
both together, simultaneously with the evening. His 
imagination will therefore waver, and with future even- 
ing time he will imagine now this one and now that. 
In other words, he will regard neither as certainly, but 
each as contingently, future. And there will be this 
same wavering of the imagination, if we imagine things, 
that we conceive in the same way with relation to time 
past or present. Hence we will conceive as contingent 
things related as well to present time as to time past or 
future. 

Corollary 2. — It is of the nature of reason to per- 
ceive things under a certain form of eternity. 

Proof. — It is of the nature of reason to regard 
things as necessary, and not as contingent (by the pre- 
ceding proposition). Moreover, it perceives this neces- 
sity of things truly (41), that is (I, axiom 6), as it is in 
itself. But (I, 16) this necessity of things is the very 
necessity of the eternal nature of God. Therefore it 
is of the nature of reason to regard things under this 
form of eternity. Add to this that the foundations of 
reason are the notions (38) which represent the 
properties common to all things, but do not represent 
(37) the essence of any particular thing ; and which, 
therefore, must be conceived without any relation to 
time, under a certain form of eternity. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 45. Every idea of a body, or of an individual 
thing actually existing, necessarily involves the eternal 
and infinite essence of God, 

Proof. — The idea of an individual thing, actually 
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existing, involves both the essence and the existence 
of that thing (8, cor,). But individual things (I, 15) 
cannot be conceived without God ; and since (6) they 
have for their cause God, in so far as he is considered 
under the attribute of which they are modes, the ideas 
of them (I, axiom 4) must necessarily involve the 
conception of the attribute, that is (I, def. 6), the 
eternal and infinite essence of God. Q. E. D. 

Scholium. — By existence I do not here mean du- 
ration, that is, existence in so far as it is abstractly 
conceived, and, as it were, a certain kind of quantity ; 
I am speaking of existence in its very nature, which is 
attributed to individual things, because an infinity of 
things follow in infinite ways from the eternal neces- 
sity of the nature of God {see I, 16) ; I am speaking, I 
say, of the very existence of individual things, in so 
far as they are in God. For, although each individual 
thing is determined by some other to a particular 
mode of existence, the force by which each per- 
sists in existing follows from the eternal neces- 
sity of the nature of God. On this point see I, 
24, cor. 

Prop. 46. The knowledge of the eternal and infinite 
essence of God^ which is involved in every ideay is 
adequate and perfect. 

Proof, — The proof of the preceding proposition is 
general, and, whether a thing be regarded as part or as 
whole, the idea of it, whether it be the idea of a part 
or of a whole, involves (by the preceding proposition) the 
eternal and infinite essence of God. Therefore, that 
which gives a knowledge of the eternal and infinite 
essence of God is common to all things, and is equally 
in the part and in the whob. Hence (38) this know- 
ledge must be adequate. Q. E. D. 
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Prop. 47. The human mind has an adeqtiate knowledge 
of the eternal and infinite essence of God. 

Proof. — The human mind has ideas (22) through 
which (23) it perceives, as actually existing itself, its 
body (19), and (16, cor, i, and 17) external bodies. 
Therefore (45 and 46) it has an adequate knowledge 
of the eternal and infinite essence of God. Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — From this we see that the infinite essence 
of God and his eternity are known to all. Moreover, 
since all things are in God and are conceived through 
God, it follows that we can deduce from this know- 
ledge many truths that we may adequately know ; and 
thus develop that third kind of knowledge of which 
we have spoken in 40, schol. 2, and of the excellence 
and utility of which we shall have occasion to speak 
in Part V. That men have not an equally clear know- 
ledge of God and of common notions arises from the 
fact that they cannot imagine God as they do bodies, 
and that they have connected the word God with im- 
ages of the things that they are accustomed to see — a 
thing men can scarce avoid doing, as they are contin- 
ually affected by external bodies. Many errors, indeed, 
consist in just this, that we apply the wrong names to 
things. For when one says that the lines which are 
drawn from the center of a circle to its circumference 
are unequal, one plainly means by a circle something 
else — for the time being, at least — than do mathemati- 
cians. Thus, when men make mistakes in reckoning, 
they have one set of figures in mind and another on the 
paper. Wherefore, if you consider their mind, they do 
not make mistakes ; yet they seem to do so, because we 
think they have in mind the same figures as are on the 
paper. If this were not so, we would not believe they 
made any mistake ; just as I did not believe one mis- 
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taken, whom I heard lately proclaiming that his hall 
had flown into a neighbor's hen. His thought appeared 
to me sufficiently evident. Many controversies arise 
from this fact, namely, that men do not rightly express 
their meaning, or that they misconstrue the meaning 
of someone else. For in truth, while they flatly con- 
tradict each other, they are either thinking the same 
thing, or thinking of different things, so that what they 
regard as errors and absurdities in another are not such. 

Prop. 48. There is in the mind no absolute or free 
will ; but the mind is determined to this or that volition 
by a causey which is itself determined by another cause^ 
this again by another ^ and so to infinity. 

Proof, — The mind is a definite and determinate 
mode of thinking (11), therefore (I, 17, cor, 2), it can- 
not be a free cause of its own actions, that is, it cannot 
have an absolute power to will or not to will. It must 
be determined to this or that volition (1, 28) by a cause, 
which is itself determined by another cause, this again 
by another, etc. Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — In the same way it is proved that there 
is in the mind no absolute power of understanding, de- 
siring, loving, etc. Whence it follows, these and sim- 
ilar faculties are either absolutely fictitious, or only 
metaphysical entities — universals — that we are accus- 
tomed to form from individuals. Thus, understanding 
and will are related to this or that idea and to this or 
that volition, as lapidity is related to this or that stone, 
or man to Peter or Paul. Why men think themselves 
free, we have explained in the Appendix to Part I. Be- 
fore I go further, it should be noted that I mean by 
will, not desire, but the faculty of affirming and deny- 
ing : I mean, I say, the faculty by which the mind 
affirms or denies what is true or false, and not the de- 
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sire through which the mind seeks or avoids things. 
But having proved these faculties to be universal no- 
tions, which are not distinguished from the individuals 
of which we form them, it remains to inquire whether 
the volitions themselves are anything but just the ideas 
of things. It remains, I say, to inquire, whether there 
is in the mind any other affirmation or negation than that 
involved in an idea, in that it is an idea. On this point 
see the following proposition, and, to avoid confound- 
ing ideas with pictures, see also def. 3 of this Part. 
For by ideas I do not mean such images as are formed 
at the back of the eye, or, if you please, in the middle 
of the brain, but the conceptions of thought. 

Prop. 49. There is in the mind no volition^ that is, no 
affirmation or negation^ except that involved in an idea in 
that it is an idea. 

Proof, — There is in the mind (by the preceding propo- 
sition) no absolute power to will or not to will, but only 
particular volitions, namely, this or that affirmation, and 
this or that negation. Let us conceive, therefore, some 
particular volition — for instance, the mode of thinking 
by which the mind affirms the three angles of a trian- 
gle to be equal to two right angles. This affirmation 
involves the conception or idea of a triangle, that is, it 
cannot be conceived without the idea of a triangle ; for 
it is the same thing, whether I say, A must involve the 
conception B, or A cannot be conceived without B. 
In the second place, this affirmation (axiom 3), without 
the idea of a triangle, cannot be. Therefore this affir- 
mation cannot, without the idea of a triangle, either be 
or be conceived. Moreover, this idea of a triangle 
must involve this same affirmation of the equality of 
its three angles to two right angles. Therefore, con- 
versely, this idea of a triangle can neither be nor be 
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conceived without this affirmation. Hence {def, 2) 
this affirmation belongs to the essence of the idea of a 
triangle, and is nothing but that idea. What we have 
said of this volition is (since we took it at random) to 
be said also of every volition, namely, that it is nothing 
else than an idea. Q. E. D. 

Corollary, — Will and understanding are one and the 
same thing. 

Proof, — Will and understanding are nothing but par- 
ticular volitions and ideas (48 and schoL). But a partic- 
ular volition and a particular idea are {by the preceding 
proposition) one and the same thing. Therefore will and 
understanding are one and the same thing. Q. E. D. 

Scholium. — With this we have set aside the course 
commonly assigned to error. We have shown above, 
moreover, that falsity consists merely in the privation 
involved in mutilated and confused ideas. Hence a 
false idea, in so far as it is false, does not involve cer- 
tainty. When we say, therefore, that a man acquiesces 
in what is false, and has no doubt of it, we do not say 
that he is certain, but only that he does not doubt, or 
that he aquiesces in what is false, because no causes 
are present to make his imagination waver. On this 
point see 44, schol. Consequently, however much a man 
be assumed to cling to what is false, we never speak 
of him as being certain. By certainty we mean some- 
thing positive {see 43 and schol.) not merely the privation 
of doubt. By the privation of certainty, on the other 
hand, we mean falsity. But for the fuller explication 
of the preceding proposition it remains : first, to give 
warning of certain dangers ; second, to answer the ob- 
jections that can be made to this our doctrine ; and, 
third, I have thought it worth while to indicate certain 
useful results of this doctrine, that I may remove every 
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scruple. I say certain of them ; for the most important 
ones will be better understood from what we shall say 
in Part V. 

I begin then with the first point, and I warn my read- 
ers to distinguish carefully between an idea — that is, a 
conception of the mind — and the images of things we 
imagine. It is necessary, in the second place, to distin- 
guish between ideas and the words by which we indicate 
things. For these three, images, words, and ideas, are 
by many either wholly confounded, not distinguished 
with sufficient precision, or not distinguished with suffi- 
cient care. Hence they are wholly ignorant of this doc- 
trine of the will, a doctrine the acceptance of which is 
truly necessary, as well for speculation as for the wise 
ordering of life. Of course, those who think that ideas 
consist in images formed in us on meeting bodies per- 
suade themselves that the ideas of things of which we 
can form no resembling image are not ideas, but mere 
figments, which we frame by an exercise of free will. 
They look upon ideas, then, as passive pictures upon a 
panel ; and, possessed by this prejudice, they do not 
see that an idea, in that it is an idea, involves affirmation 
or negation. In the second place, those who confound 
the words with the idea, or even with the affirmation 
involved in the idea, think that they can will some- 
thing contrary to what they perceive, when they affirm 
or deny in words only something contrary to what 
they perceive. He, however, will be able easily to 
shake off these prejudices, who fixes attention upon 
the nature of thought, in which the conception of 
extension is not involved in the least ; and who thus 
clearly understands that an idea (although it is a mode 
of thinking) consists neither in the image of something, 
nor in words. For the essence of words and of images 
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IS composed of bodily motions solely, and these do not 
involve at all the conception of thought. 

These few admonitions may suffice, so I pass to the 
aforesaid objections. The first of them is — and they 
think this undisputed — that the will extends further 
than the understanding, and therefore is different from 
it. Moreover, the reason why they think the will 
extends further than the understanding is, that they say 
they have found by experience, that they do not need a 
greater power of assenting — affirming — or denying, in 
order to assent to an infinity of other things, which we 
do not perceive, than we now have ; but that they do 
need a greater power of understanding. The will is 
therefore distinguished from the understanding in 
that the latter is made finite, and the former infinite. 
Secondy the objection can be raised that experience 
seems to teach nothing more clearly than that we can 
suspend judgment and not assent to what we perceive. 
This is also confirmed by the fact that no one is said 
to be deceived in so far as he perceives something, but 
only in so far as he assents or dissents. For example, 
he who imagines a winged horse does not, on this 
account, admit that there is a winged horse ; that is, 
he does not, on this account, make a mistake, unless 
he at the same time admit that there is a winged 
horse. Experience, therefore, seems to teach nothing 
more clearly than this, that the will, or the power of 
giving assent, is free, and different from the power of 
understanding. Third, the objection can be made 
that one affirmation does not seem to contain more 
reality than another : that is, we do not seem to need • 
a greater power for affirming to be true what is true, 
than for affirming to be true something that is false ; 
but we do perceive that one idea has more reality or 
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perfection than another, for some ideas are as much 
more perfect than others as are their objects more 
excellent than the objects of those others. This, too, 
seems to establish a difference between will and un- 
derstanding. Fourth^ the objection can be made : If 
a man does not act from free will, what will happen if 
he be in equilibrium, like Buridan's ass? will he die 
of hunger and thirst ? If I admit this, I would seem 
to be thinking of an ass or the statue of a man, and not 
of a man. If, on the other hand, I deny it, I make 
him self-determining, and, consequently, possessed of 
the power of going and doing whatever he wants. 
Perhaps other objections than these can be made, 
but as I am not obliged to crowd in everything any- 
one can dream of, I shall try to answer these objec- 
tions only, and that as briefly as I can. 

In answer to \kit firsts I say that I admit the will 
extends further than the understanding, if by the un- 
derstanding be meant clear and distinct ideas only ; 
but I deny that the will extends further than the percep- 
tions, that is, the faculty of conceiving. Nor, indeed, 
do I see why the faculty of willing should be said to 
be infinite rather than the faculty of perceiving. Just 
as by the faculty of willing we can affirm an infinity 
of things (one after another, however, for we cannot af- 
firm an infinity of things simultaneously), so, by the 
faculty of perceiving, we can perceive by sense or be- 
come aware of an infinity of bodies (of course, one 
after another). If it be said, there are an infinity of 
things that we cannot perceive, I retort, we cannot 
attain to these same things by any thought, nor, con- 
sequently, by any power of willing. The answer is 
made, if God chose to make us perceive these things 
also, he would indeed have to give us a greater power 
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of perceiving, but not a greater power of willing, 
than he has given us. This is the same as saying that 
if God should choose to make us comprehend an infi- 
nity of other beings, it would, indeed, be necessary for 
him to give us a greater understanding than he has 
given us, but not a more general idea of being with 
which to embrace this infinity of beings. For we have 
shown the will to be a universal, that is, an idea by 
which we explain all particular volitions, or, rather, 
what is common to them all. When, therefore, per- 
sons believe that this idea common to all volitions — this 
universal idea — is a faculty, no wonder they say this 
faculty extends infinitely beyond the limits of the un- 
derstanding. A universal is predicated equally of one, 
of several, or of an infinity of individuals. 

The second objection I answer by denying that we 
have a free power of suspending judgment. When 
we say that one is suspending judgment, we say only 
that he sees he does not adequately perceive a thing. 
Therefore suspending judgment is really perception, 
and not free will. To understand this clearly, let us 
conceive a boy imagining a horse, and not perceiving 
anything else. Since this image involves the existence 
of the horse (17, rt?r.), and the boy does not perceive 
anything that denies the existence of the horse, he 
will necessarily regard the horse as present, nor will 
he be able to doubt its existence, although he is not 
certain of it. This we daily experience in dreams, 
but I do not believe there is anyone who thinks that 
he, while he is dreaming, has a free power of suspend- 
ing judgment on the things he is dreaming, and of 
bringing it about that he should not dream he sees 
the things he is dreaming he sees. Nevertheless, it 
happens that even in dreams we suspend judgment, 
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as when we dream that we are dreaming. Further- 
more, I admit that no one makes a mistake in so far 
as he perceives ; that is, I admit that the imaginations 
of the mind, in themselves considered, involve no error 
(17» schoi,) ; but I deny that a man, in so far as he 
perceives, makes no affirmation. What is it to per- 
ceive a winged horse, if not to aflfirm that a horse has 
wings ? For if the mind perceive nothing but the 
winged horse, it will regard it as present ; and it would 
have no cause to doubt of its existence, nor any power 
of dissenting, unless the image of the winged horse 
were connected with an idea that denied the existence 
of said horse, or unless it perceived its idea of a winged 
horse to be inadequate, in which case it would either 
necessarily deny the existence of said horse or neces- 
sarily doubt it. 

With this I think I have answered the M/>^ objection 
also ; namely, in showing that will is a universal, pre- 
dicated of all ideas, and that it signifies only what is 
common to all ideas, that is, an affirmation. Of this, 
consequently, the adequate essence, in so far as it is 
thus abstractly conceived, must be in every idea, and 
for this reason must be the same in all. But this is 
not true of it in so far as it is considered as constitut- 
ing the essence of an idea, for in so far particular af- 
firmations differ from each other as much as do ideas 
themselves. For example, the affirmation involved in 
the idea of a circle differs as much from that involved 
in the idea of a triangle as the idea of a circle does 
from the idea of a triangle. In the second place, I 
deny absolutely that we need an equal power of think- 
ing to affirm that to be true that is true, and to affirm 
that to be true that is false. These two affirmations, 
from the point of view of the mind, are related to each 
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Other as being to not-being, for there is in ideas 
nothing positive that constitutes the essence of falsity 
(35 and schoL, and 47, schoL). One must note, there- 
fore, especially, how easily we make mistakes when 
we confound universals with particulars, and entities 
of the reason and abstractions with real things. 

Finally, as concerns the fourth objection, I say that 
I quite admit that a man in such a state of equilib- 
rium (one, namely, who perceives nothing but hunger 
and thirst, an^ such food and drink placed at equal 
distances from him) will perish of hunger and thirst. 
If I be asked, is not such a man to- be regarded as 
rather an ass than a man ? I say, 1 do not know ; 
just as I do not know how one should regard a man 
that hangs himself, or how one should regard boys, 
fools, those of unsound mind, etc. 

It remains to indicate how much the knowledge of 
this doctrine contributes to the service of life, and this 
we shall easily comprehend. from the following. First, 
it is of value in that it teaches us to act only from the 
will of God, and to be participants in the divine nature ; 
and this the more, the more perfect the actions we per- 
form, and the better and better we comprehend God. 
Hence this doctrine not only sets the soul completely 
at rest, but also teaches us in what our highest felicity 
or blessedness consists, to wit, only in the knowledge 
of God ; and by this we are led to da those things alone 
that love and piety recommend. Thus we see clearly 
how far from a true estimate of virtue are those who ex- 
pect God to honor them with the highest rewards for 
their virtue and good actions, as though for the extrem- 
est slavery — as if virtue and the service of God were 
not felicity itself and the highest freedom. Second, it 
is of value in that it teaches us how to behave with re- 
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gard to those things that depend upon fortune, and 
which are not within our power, that is, with regard to 
those things that do not follow from our nature. It 
teaches us, namely, to look forward to and to endure 
either aspect of fortune with equanimity, just because 
all things follow from the eternal decree of God, by the 
same necessity with which it follows from the essence 
of a triangle that its three angles are equal to two right 
angles. Third, this doctrine is of service to social life, 
in that it teaches to hate no one, to despise, to ridicule, 
to be angry at no one, to envy no one. It is of service, 
further, in that it teaches each one to be content with 
what he has,, and to aid his neighbor, not from woman- 
ish pity, partiality, or superstition, but solely under the 
guidance of reason, according to the demands of the 
time and the case. This I shall show in Part III. 
Fourth, this doctrine is of no little advantage to the state, 
in that it shows how citizens ought to be governed and 
led; namely, not so as to act like slaves, but so as to do 
freely what is best. 

With this I have fulfilled the task I set myself in this 
scholium, and here I bring to a close this our second 
Part. In it I think I have explained the nature of the 
human mind and its properties suflficiently at length, 
and, so far as the difficulty of the subject admits of it, 
with clearness. And I have set forth truths from which 
can be inferred, as will in part appear from what fol- 
lows, much that is very excellent and exceedingly use- 
fuly and that it is necessary to know. 
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PART III. 

OF THE ORIGIN AND NATURE OF THE 
EMOTIONS. 

Most of those who have written on the emotions and 
on human conduct seem to treat, not of natural 
things, that obey the general laws of nature, but of 
things that are outside of nature. Indeed, they seem 
to conceive of man in nature as a realm within a realm. 
For they regard man as rather disturbing tjian follow- 
ing the order of nature, as having absolute power over 
his actions, and as not being determined by anything 
but himself. Further, the cause of human infirmity 
and inconstancy they attribute, not to the general 
power of nature, but to I know not what defect in 
human nature, which, accordingly, they bewail, deride, 
treat with contempt, or, as often happens, denounce ; 
and he who has learned to carp the most eloquently or 
the most ingeniously at the infirmity of the human 
mind is regarded as a prophet. There have not been 
lacking distinguished men (to whose labor and industry 
we confess we owe much), who have written many ex- 
cellent things concerning the right conduct of life, and 
have given to mortals counsels full of wisdom ; but 
yet no one, so far as I know, has determined the na- 
,ture and strength of the emotions, and what the mind 
can do toward keeping them within bounds. I know, 
indeed, that that most celebrated man Descartes, al- 
though he believed the mind to have absolute power 
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over its actions, yet endeavored to explain human emo- 
tions by their first causes, and also to show the way in 
which the mind can have absolute control over the 
emotions ; but, in my opinion at least, he shows nothing 
but the acuteness of his own great mind, as I shall 
prove in the proper place, for I wish to return to those 
who would rather denounce or deride human emotions 
or actions than comprehend them. To these it will 
no doubt seem strange that I undertake to treat of 
human defects and follies by the geometrical method, 
and wish to prove by rigid reasoning what they pro- 
claim to be inconsistent with reason, unmeaning, 
absurd, and dreadful. But my reason is this. There 
is nothing in nature that can be attributed to a defect 
in it ; for nature is always the same, and its virtue 
and power of acting is everywhere one and the same ; 
^ that is, the laws and rules of nature, according to 
which all things come to pass, and are changed from 
one form to another, are everywhere and always the 
same, and consequently there should be also one and 
the same method of comprehending the nature of 
things of whatever kind, namely, through the laws and 
general rules of nature. Therefore the emotions of 
hate, anger, envy, etc., considered in themselves, 
follow from the same necessity and power of nature 
as do all other particular things ; and hence own to 
definite causes, through which they are comprehended 
and have definite properties as worthy of our know- 
ledge as the properties of any other thing in the mere 
contemplation of which we take delight. I shall treat, 
therefore, of the nature and force of the emotions, and 
of the power which the mind has over them, by the 
same method as, in what precedes, I have treated of 
God and of the mind ; and I shall consider human 
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actions and appetites just as if it were a question of 
lines, surfaces, or bodies. 

Definitions, 

1. I call that cause adequate^ the effect of which 
can be clearly and distinctly perceived through it. On 
the other hand, I call that inadequate or partial, the 
effect of which cannot be comprehended through it 
alone. 

2. When there takes place anything in us or out- 
side of us, of which we are the adequate cause, that Is 
{by the preceding def, ), when there follows from our 
nature anything in us or outside of us which can be 
clearly and distinctly comprehended through it alone, 
I say that we are active. But when, on the other hand, 
there takes place anything in us, or when anything 
follows from our nature, of which we are only the 
partial cause, I say that we are passive, 

3. By emotion I mean modifications of the body, 
by which the body's power of acting is increased or 
diminished, assisted or restrained, and also the ideas 
of these modifications. 

// therefore, we can be the adequate cause of any one 
of these modifications^ by emotion I mean an action ; 
otherwise I mean a passion. 

Postulates. 

1 . The human body can be affected in many ways 
by which its power of acting is increased or diminished, 
and in still other ways which render its power of acting 
neither greater nor less. 

This postulate or axiom rests upon post, i and lems, $ 
and 7, q, v, after II, 13. 

2. The human body can undergo many changes, 
and nevertheless retain the impressions or traces of 
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objects {concerning which see II, post, 5), and, con- 
sequently, the same images of things. Forthedef. of 
thesCy see II, 17, schol. 



Definitions of the Emotions. 

1. Desire is the very essence of man, in so far as this 
is conceived as determined to some action by any given 
one of its modifications. 

2. Pleasure is the transition of a man from a less 
to a greater perfection. 

/ 3. Fain is the transition of a man from a greater 
to a less perfection. y 

4. Wonder is tne conception of a thing, in which 
the mind remains fixed, because this particular con- 
ception has no connection with the rest. 

5. Contempt is the conception of something, which 
impresses the mind so little, that the mind is moved by 
the presence of the thing rather to the conceiving of 
what is not in the thing, than of what is in it. 

6. Love is pleasure, accompanied by the idea of an 
external cause. 

7. Hate is pain, accompanied by the idea of an 
external cause. 

8. Inclination is pleasure, accompanied by the idea 
of something which is accidentally the cause of the 
pleasure. 

9. Aversion is pain, accompanied by the idea of 
something which is accidentally the cause of the pain. 

10. Devotion is love toward dne whom we admire. 

11. Derision is pjeisure, which has its source in 
the fact that we conceive something we despise to^e 
in the thing we hate. 

12. Hope is inconstant pleasure, which has its 
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source in the idea of something future or past, of the 
event of which we have some doubt. 

13. Fear is inconstant pain, which has its source 
in the idea of something future or past, of the event of 
which we have some doubt. 

14. Confidence is pleasure, which has its source in 
the idea of a thing future or past, regarding which 
cause for doubt has been removed. 

15. Despair is pain, which has its source in the 
idea of a thing future or past, regarding which cause 
for doubt has been removed. 

16. Joy is pleasure, accompanied by the idea of 
something past that has turned out contrary to ex- 
pectation. 

17. Disappointment is pain, accompanied by the idea 
of a thing past which has turned out contrary to 
expectation. 

18. Commiseration is pain, accompanied by the idea 
of misfortune which has happened to another, whom 
we conceive to be like ourselves. 

19. Favor is love toward one who has benefited 
another. 

20. Indignation is hate toward one who has harmed 
another. 

21. Over-estimation is, from love, thinking more of 
one than is just. 

22. Under -estimation is, from hate, thinking less of 
one than is just. 

23. Envy is hate, in so far as it so affects man, that 
he is pained by another's good fortune, and, on the 
other hand, has pleasure in another's misfortune. 

24. Sympathy is love, in so far as it so affects man, 
that he has pleasure in another's good fortune, and, 
on the other hand, is pained by another's misfortune. 
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25. Self-satisfaction is pleasure arising from man*s 
contemplation of himself and his power of acting. 

26. Humility is pain arising from man's contempla- 
tion of his own impotence or feebleness. 

27. Repentance is pain, accompanied by the idea 
of some deed that we think we have done by the free 
decree of our mind. 

28. Pride is, from love, thinking more of one's self 
than is just. 

29. Self -abasement is, from pain, thinking less of 
one's self than is just. 

30. Glorying is pleasure, accompanied by the idea 
of some one of our actions which we conceive others 
as praising. 

31. Shame is pain, accompanied by the idea of 
some one of our actions which we conceive others as 
blaming. 

32. Longing is desire or appetite for the possession 
of something, fostered by the memory of the thing, 
and at the same time restrained by the memories of 
other things which exclude the existence of the 
thing longed for. 

33. Emulation is the desire for something, pro- 
duced in us by the fact that we conceive others to 
have the same desire. 

34. Thankfulness or Gratitude is the desire, or zeal 
of love, with which we endeavor to benefit him who, 
from a like emotion of love, has conferred a benefit 
upon us. 

35. Benevolence is the desire of benefiting him 
whom we pity. 

36. Anger is the desire with which we are incited, 
from hate, to injure him whom we hate. 

37. Revenge is the desire with which, from a 
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reciprocal hate, we are incited to harm him who, from 
a like emotion, has done us an injury. 

38. Cruelty or Barbarity is the desire with which 
anyone is incited to harm him whom we love or 
whom we pity. 

39. Timidity is the desire to escape a greater evil, 
which we fear, by means of a less. 

40. Boldness is the desire with which one is in- 
cited to some undertaking with peril that his equals 
fear to undergo. 

41. Cowardice is attributed to him whose desire is 
restrained by fear of a peril that his equals dare to 
undergo. 

42. Consternation is attributed to him whose desire 
to escape evil is restrained by astonishment at the 
evil he fears. 

43. Courtesy or Modesty is the desire of doing what 
pleases men, and of avoiding what displeases them. 

44. Ambition is the immoderate desire of fame. 

45. Luxury is the immoderate desire or even love 
of feasting. 

46. Drunkenness is the immoderate desire and love 
of drinking. 

47. Avarice is the immoderate desire and love of 
riches. 

48. Lusty too, is the desire and love of sexual inter- 
course. 

General Definition of the Emotions. 

An emotion, which is called a passion {pathema) of 
the soul, is a confused idea, through which the mind 
affirms the energy of existence possessed by its body, 
or any part of it, to be greater or less than it was before ; 
and through the presence of which the mind itself is 
determined to this thought rather than to that. 
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PART IV. 

OF HUMAN BONDAGE, OR OF THE STRENGTH 

OF THE EMOTIONS. 

PREFACE. 

Man*s inability to moderate and restrain the emo- 
tions I call Bondage ; for a man who is subject to the 
emotions is not his own master, but is ruled by fortune, 
and is so in its power that he is often forced, although 
he sees what is better for him, to follow that which is 
worse. The cause of this, and, further, what is good 
or evil in the emotions, I propose to show in this Part. 
But before I begin, I wish to say a few words, by way 
of preface, concerning perfection and imperfection, 
and concerning good and evil. 

One who has undertaken to make something and has 
brought it to completion will call the thing perfect ; 
and not he alone, but everyone who rightly knows, or 
thinks he knows, the purpose of the author of this work 
and its object. For example, if one sees some work 
(which I suppose to be not yet completed), and knows 
that it is the object of the author of this work to build 
a house, he will call the house imperfect, and, on the 
other hand, he will call it perfect, as soon as he sees the 
work carried through to the conclusion which its au- 
thor determined to give it. But if one sees some 
work, the like of which he never saw, and does not 
know the purpose of the maker, he surely cannot know 
whether that work be perfect or imperfect. This ap- 
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pears to have been the first meaning of these words.* 
But after men began to form general ideas, and to de- 
vise patterns of houses, buildings, towers, etc., and to 
prefer some patterns of things to others, it came to pass 
that everyone called that perfect which he saw to be 
in harmony with the general idea he had formed of a 
thing of that kind ; and, on the other hand, called im- 
perfect what he saw not to be in harmony with the 
pattern he had conceived, although it had been accom- 
plished quite according to the intention of the maker. 
This appears to be the reason why even natural things, 
which have not been made by human hands, are com- 
monly called perfect or imperfect. For men are wont 
to form general ideas of natural things as well as of 
artificial, and these they hold as patterns of things, as it 
were, and believe that nature (which they regard as do- 
ing nothing without some purpose) looks upon them, 
and sets them before itself as patterns. When, there- 
fore, they see something take place in nature which 
is not in harmony with the pattern they have conceived 
of a thing of that kind, they think that nature itself has 
failed or sinned, and has left that thing imperfect. We 
see, then, that men have accustomed themselves to call 
natural things perfect or imperfect rather from preju- 
dice than from a true knowledge of them. We have 
shown in the Appendix to Part I, that nature does not 
act from a purpose ; for that eternal and infinite Being 
that we call God or Nature acts by the same necessity 
by which he exists. We have shown (I, 16) that he 
acts from the same necessity of nature as that from 
which he exists. The reason, therefore, or cause, why 

* The force of this is lost in translating^. Perfectum is the parti- 
ciple oiperficere^ which means (i) to accomplish ; (2) to bring to 
completion, and thus to make perfect. — Tr. 
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God or Nature acts, and why he exists, is one and the 
same. As, therefore, there is no final cause of his ex- 
isting, there is also no final cause of his acting ; but, 
as of his existing, so also of his acting, he has no efficient 
cause, and no end. Moreover, what is called the final 
cause is nothing but human impulse itself, in so far as 
it is considered as the efficient or primary cause of 
something. For example, when we say that the living 
in it was the final cause of this or that house, we mean 
only that a man, because he formed a conception of 
the pleasures of domestic life, had an impulse to build 
a house. Wherefore the living in it, in so far as it is 
considered as final cause, is nothing but this particular 
impulse, which, in truth, is the efficient cause ; and it 
is regarded as the former because men are commonly 
ignorant of the causes of their impulses. For they are, 
as I have already often said, conscious, indeed, of their 
actions and impulses, but ignorant of the causes through 
which they are determined to any particular impulse. 
As for the common opinion that nature sometimes fails 
or sins, and produces imperfect things, I class this with 
the fictions of which I have treated in the Appendix to 
Part I. Perfection and imperfection, therefore, are 
really mere modes of thinking ; that is, notions, which 
we are accustomed to frame because we compare with 
one another individuals of the same species or genus. 
For this reason I have said above (II, def, 6) that by 
reality and perfection I mean the same thing. For we 
are accustomed to refer all the individual things in na- 
ture to one genus, which we call the highest genus ; 
that is, to the notion of being, which pertains to all 
without exception of the individual things in nature. 
In so far, therefore, as we refer the individual things in 
nature to this genus, and compare them with one an- 
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other, and ascertain that some have more being or 
reality than others, in so far do we say that some are 
more perfect than others ; and in so far as we attribute 
to them anything that involves negation, as limit, end, 
impotence, etc., in so far do we call them imperfect, 
because they do not impress our mind as much as 
those we call perfect, and not because they lack some- 
thing that belongs to them, or because nature has 
sinned. For nothing belongs to the nature of any- 
thing, except what follows from the necessity of the 
nature of the efficient cause ; and whatever follows 
from the necessity of the nature of the efficient cause 
necessarily comes to pass. 

As for good and evil, these terms indicate no posi- 
tive element in things, considered, that is to say, in 
themselves. They are only modes of thinking, or no- 
tions, which we form because we compare things 
with one another. For one and the same thing can be 
at the same time good and bad, and even indifferent. 
For example, music is good for the melancholy man, 
and bad for him who mourns ; while for the deaf rtian 
it is neither good nor bad. But, although this is so, 
we should, nevertheless, retain these terms. For since 
we desire to form an idea of man, a pattern, as it were,' 
of human nature, upon which we may gaze, it will be 
of service to us to retain these terms in the sense of 
which I have spoken. Therefore, I shall hereafter 
mean by good, what we certainly know to be the 
means by which we may resemble more and more the 
pattern of human nature that we have set before us. 
By evil, on the other hand, I mean what we certainly 
know hinders us from reflecting that pattern. Further, 
we shall say that men are more perfect or imperfect, 
in so far as they resemble more or less this pattern. 
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For one must first of all note, that when I speak 
of someone as passing from a less to a greater perfec- 
tion, and conversely, I do not mean that he is changed 
from one essence or form to another (a horse, for ex- 
ample, is as much destroyed by being changed into a 
man, as by being changed into an insect) ; but I mean 
that we conceive his power of acting, in so far as we 
comprehend this through his own nature, to be in- 
creased or diminished. Finally, by perfection in gen- 
eral I shall mean reality, as I have said ; that is, the 
essence of anything, in so far as it exists and operates in 
a definite manner, without regard to its duration. For 
no particular thing can be said to be more perfect from 
the fact that it has continued longer in existence. In- 
deed, the duration of things cannot be determined 
from their essence, seeing that the essence of things 
involves no definite and determinate time of existence. 
But each thing, whether it be more perfect or less, 
will always be able to continue to exist, by the same 
force by which it begins to exist ; so that all are, in 
this respect, equal. 

Definitions, 

1. By good I mean, what we certainly know to be use- 
ful to us. 

2. By evtV, on the other hand, I mean, what we cer- 
tainly know hinders us from obtaining possession of 
some good. 

(Concerning these, see the preceding preface, near the 
end.) 

3. Individual things I call contingent^ in so far as, 
so long as we pay attention merely to their essence, we 
discover nothing that necessarily affirms their exis- 
tence or that necessarily excludes it. 

4. These same individual things I call possible^ in 
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so far as, while we pay attention to the causes, by 
which they must be produced, we do not know 
whether these causes are determined to their produc- 
tion. 

(In I, 33, schoL I, I made no difference between pos- 
sible and contingent, because there was no need there 
to distinguish them so carefully.) 

5. By contrary emotions I shall mean, in what follows, 
those that draw man in different directions, although 
they belong to the same genus, as luxury and avarice, 
which are species of love. These are contrary, not by 
nature, but by accident. 

6. What I mean by emotion toward a thing future^ 
present^ or pasty I have explained in III, 18, schoL i 
and 2, q, z/.* 

(But one must here note that, as in the case of 
space, so also in the case of time we cannot distinctly 
conceive distance save up to a certain definite limit. 
That is, just as we are accustomed to conceive as 
equally distant from us, and, hence, as though they 
were in the same plane, all those objects which are 
more than two hundred feet away from us, or the dis- 
tance of which from the place in which we are is 
greater than that we distinctly conceive ; so also we 
conceive as all equally far from the present, objects 
whose time of existing is distant from the present by a 
greater interval than that we are accustomed distinctly 

* In schol. I a thing past or future is defined as one by which 
" we have been or shaU be affected." The image of such a thing 
b said to affect the body as if the thing itself were present ; though 
the emotions arising from such images are declared to be inconstant 
so long as one is not certain of the issue of the thing. In schol. 2 
are given definitions of Hope, Fear, Confidence, Despair, Joy, and 
Disappointment. See defs. of the emotions ; 12 to 17. — Tr. 
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to conceive, and we refer them, as it were, to the same 
moment of time.) 

7. By the endy for the sake of which we do anything, 
I mean the impulse. 

8. By virtue and power I mean the same thing ; 
that is (III, 7),* virtue, in so far as it is referred to 
man, is the very essence or nature of man, in so far as 
he has the power of effecting certain things that can 
be comprehended solely through the laws of his own 
nature. 

Axiom. 

There exists in nature no individual thing, than 
which there is not another more powerful and stronger. 
Than each thing there is always another more power- 
ful, by which it can be destroyed. 



APPENDIX. 
What I have said in this Part concerning the right 
method of living has not been so arranged that it can 
be seen at a glance, but I have proved it piece meal, 
as I was best able to deduce one thing from another. 
Accordingly I will here take up again the same things 
and reduce them to their principal heads. 

I. 

All our strivings, or desires, follow in such a way 
from the necessity of our nature, that they can be 
comprehended either through it alone, as through 
their proximate cause, or through our being a part of 
nature, which cannot be adequately conceived by it- 
self and without other individuals. 

* The endeavor, by which each thing strives to persevere in its 
existence, is nothing but the actual essence of the thing itself. 
(Proved by referring to I, 36 and 29. — Tr.) 
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II. 

The desires, which follow from our nature in such 
a way that they can be comprehended through it 
alone, are those that are referred to the mind, in so 
far as it is conceived as consisting of adequate ideas. 
The other desires, however, are not referred to the 
mind, except in so far as it conceives things inade- 
quately, and their strength and growth must be defined, 
not as human power, but as that of the things which 
are outside of us. Hence, the former are properly 
called actions, the latter passions ; for the former 
always indicate our power ; the latter, on the contrary, 
our impotence and fragmentary knowledge. 

III. 

Our actions, that is, those desires, which are defined 
by the power of man or by reason, are always good, 
but the others may be either good or bad. 

IV. 
Hence it is of the utmost service in life to perfect 
the understanding or reason, as far as we can ; and in 
this one thing consists man's highest felicity or blessed- 
ness. Indeed, blessedness is nothing but that very 
satisfaction of the soul which arises from an intuitive 
knowledge of God ; but to perfect the understanding 
is only to comprehend God, and the attributes and 
actions of God that follow from the necessity of his 
nature. Wherefore the ultimate aim of the man who 
is controlled by reason — that is, the highest desire, with 
which he strives to restrain all the others — is this, by 
which he is lead to conceive adequately himself and 
everything that can fall within the scope of his under- 
standing.'' 



Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



140 THE PHILOSOPHY OF SPINOZA. [PART IV 

V. 

There is, therefore, no rational life without intelli- 
gence ; and things are good only in so far as they 
help man to "enjoy the life of the mind, which is 
defined as intelligence. On the other hand, those 
things that hinder man from being able to perfect his 
reason and enjoy a rational life, these alone do we 
call bad. 

VI. 

But since all those things of which man is the effi- 
cient cause are necessarily good, no evil can happen 
to man except from external causes ; namely, in so far 
as he is a part of the whole of nature, whose laws hu- 
man nature is compelled to obey, and to which it is 
forced to adjust itself in almost an infinity of ways. 

VII. 
It is impossible for man not to be a part of nature, 
and not to follow its general order ; but if he be placed 
among such individual things as harmonize with the 
nature of man itself, that will, in itself, aid and increase 
man's power of acting. If, on the contrary, he be 
placed among such as do not harmonize with his na- 
ture, he will scarcely be able, without greatly changing, 
to adjust himself to them. 

VIII. 
Everything in nature that we judge to be evil — in 
other words, to hinder us from being able to exist and 
enjoy a rational life — we may remove from us in the 
way that appears safest ; everything, on the other hand, 
that we judge to be good — in other words, serviceable 
for the preservation of our being and the enjoyment 
of a rational life — we may turn to our profit, and use 
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as we please ; and by the highest law of nature each 
one may do that, without restriction, which he thinks 
contributes to his profit. 

IX. 

Nothing can be more in harmony with the nature of 
anything than the other individuals of the same spe- 
cies. Hence (VII) there is nothing of more service to 
man for the preservation of his being and the enjoy- 
ment of a rational life than the man who is controlled 
by reason. Further, since among individual things we 
know nothing more excellent than the man who is con- 
trolled by reason, in nothing can one better show how 
much skill and ability he possesses than in so educat- 
ing men that at last they live strictly under the do- 
minion of reason. 

X. 

In so far as men are influenced by envy or by any 
emotion of hate toward one another, in so far are they 
mutually opposed, and, hence, the more to be feared, 
as they have more power than the other individual 
things in nature. 

XI. 

Souls, however, are not conquered by force of arms, 
but by love and magnanimity. 

XII. 
It is of the utmost service to men to enter into 
social intercourse, and to bind themselves with those 
bonds that are best fitted to make them all a unit, 
and to do just those things that serve to strengthen 
friendship. 

XIII. 

But for this skill and vigilance are required. Men 
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differ (for they are rare, who live according to the dic- 
tates of reason), and yet most of them are envious, 
and inclined rather to revenge than to pity. It needs, 
therefore, special strength of mind, for one to follow 
his own bent and restrain himself from imitating their 
emotions. But those, on the other hand, who know 
how to carp at men, and rather to upbraid them with 
vices than to teach them virtues — not to strengthen 
men's minds, but to crush them — these are a burden 
to themselves and everyone else. Wherefore, many, 
through an excessive impatience of mind and a false 
zeal of religion, have preferred living among brutes to 
living among men ; as boys or youths who cannot 
bear with equanimity the chiding of their parents fly 
to military service, and prefer the hardships of war 
and the authority of a despotic power to domestic 
pleasures and paternal admonitions, and suffer any 
burden to be laid upon them in order to be revenged 
on their parents. 

XIV. 
Therefore, although men direct nearly everything 
according to their lusts, nevertheless there results 
from their common fellowship much more good than 
harm. Wherefore it is better to bear their injustices 
with equanimity, and to do zealously what serves to 
establish harmony and friendship. 

XV. 

The things that engender harmony are those that 
are referred to justice, equity, and honor. For men 
bear with reluctance, not only what is unjust and un- 
fair, but also what is considered disgraceful ; that is, 
one's despising the accepted morals of a state. But, 
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that regard religion and piety. On these points see : 
IV, 37, schols. I and 2, 46, schol.y and 73, schol* 

XVI. 

Moreover, harmony is commonly brought about 
chiefly through fear, but it is without good faith. 
Add to this, that fear springs from weakness of the 
soul, and does not, therefore, belong to the use of 
reason ; nor does pity, although it seems to present 
the appearance of piety. 

XVII. 

Further, men are also conquered by liberality, espe- 
cially those who have not the means of purchasing 
the necessaries of life. But to give aid to everyone 
who has need far surpasses the power and the profit 
of a private man. The wealth of a private man is far 
from able to furnish this. Moreover, the ability of a 
single man is too limited to permit him to join all men 
to himself in friendship ; wherefore the care of the 
poor is incumbent upon society as a whole, and con- 
cerns only the common good. 

XVIII. 
In receiving benefits and returning thanks, our care 

* In which it is argued that the man of mere impulse tries to 
force men to live in the way which happens to please him, and be- 
comes hateful to them ; while he who strives to lead men by rea- 
son always acts courteously, kindly, and consistently. Religion 
is defined as those acts of which we are the cause, in so far as we 
have a knowledge of God ; piety, as a life according to reason ; 
honor, as the desire of a man, living according to reason, to asso- 
ciate others with him in friendship. The mutual helpfulness of 
good men is dwelt upon. — Tr* 
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should be quite different, concerning which see IV, 70, 
schol,^ and Tij schol* 

XIX. 

The love of a harlot — that is, lust of generation, 
which springs from beauty, and in general all love 
that owns to any other cause than freedom of the 
soul — easily passes over into hate ; unless, which is 
worse, it be a species of madness, and then discord 
is nourished rather than concord. See III, 31, cor.\ 

XX. 

As concerns marriage, it is certain that this is in 
harmony with reason, if the desire of sexual inter- 
course be not engendered by beauty alone, but also by 
the desire of begetting children and educating them 
wisely ; and if, further, the love of both — that is, of 
the man and of the woman — has for its cause not 
mere beauty, but chiefly freedom of soul. 

XXI. 

Furthermore, flattery engenders harmony, but 
through the disgraceful crime of slavery or per- 
fidy ; indeed, none are more taken by flattery than 
the proud, who wish to be first and are not. 

* Wherein it is stated that one should, as far as possible, avoid 
receiving favors, yet should in this exercise caution and avoid giv- 
ing offense ; that one should repay in kind favors received ; that 
ingratitude is base, as indicating that a man is affected by hatred, 
anger, pride, avarice, etc. — Tr. 

t . . . . everyone strives, as far as he can, to have everyone love 
what he loves and hate what he hates ; as the poet says : 
Speremus paritery pariter metuamus amantes j 
Ferreus est, si quis, quod sinit alter ^ amat, 
(Ovid, Amores, II, xix, 4 5. — Tr.) 
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XXII. 
Self-abasement has a false appearance of piety and 
religion. And although self-abasement is the opposite 
of pride, nevertheless he who abases himself is nearest 
to the proud. {See IV, 57, schol*) 

XXIII. 
Shame contributes to harmony only in those things 
that cannot be concealed. Further, since shame itself 
is a species of pain, it has no relation to the use of 
reason. 

XXIV. 

The other emotions of pain that have men for their 
object are directly opposed to justice, equity, honesty, 
piety, and religion ; and although indignation seems 
to present an appearance of equity, yet men live law- 
lessly where anyone may pass judgment upon another's 
deeds and vindicate his own right or that of another. 

XXV. 

Modesty, that is, the desire of pleasing men, that is 
determined by reason, is (as we have said in IV, 37, 
schoL I t) referred to piety. But if it springs from 
emotion, it is ambition, that is, a desire by which men, 
under the false appearance of piety, very often excite 
discords and seditions. For he who desires to aid oth- 
ers by counsel or deed, that all together may enjoy the 
highest good, will first of all endeavor to win their love 
for himself, but not to lead them to admire him that 

* In which it is argued that his pain comes from the compar- 
ison of his own weakness with the power of others, and thus the 
discovery of faults in others will give him pleasure, as raising him 
in the scale. Pride is defined as pleasure arising from a sense of 
superiority over others. — Tr. 

t See note 10 XV.— Tr. 
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the doctrine may bear his name, nor to give them any 
ground whatever for envy. Further, in conversation 
he will avoid referring to men's faults, and will take 
care to speak only sparingly of human infirmity, but 
at length of human virtue or power and how it can 
be perfected ; that thus men may strive to live, as far 
as they can, according to the dictates of reason, not 
from fear or aversion, but influenced merely by the 
emotion of pleasure. 

XXVI. 

Except men, we know no individual thing in nature, 
in the mind of which we can take delight, and which 
we can join with us in friendship or any kind of com- 
panionship. Therefore, whatever there is in nature 
besides men, a regard for our interest does not require 
us to preserve, but teaches us, according to its various 
uses, to preserve it, to destroy it, or to adapt it to our 
use in any way whatever. 

XXVII. 

The advantage we derive from things external to us 
is, besides the experience and knowledge we gain by 
observing them and by changing them from one form 
to another, chiefly the preservation of the body ; and 
in this respect those things are especially useful that 
can so sustain and nourish the body that all its parts 
can rightly perform their functions. For the more ca- 
pable the body is of being affected in many ways, and 
of affecting external bodies in many ways, the more 
capable the mind is of thinking {see IV, 38 and 39).* 
But very few things in nature appear to be of this 
kind ; wherefore, to nourish the body as is required, it 

* See II, 14, and IV, Pref. ad Jin. As it is the nature of the 
mind to know, the virtue of the mind Spinoza conceives as know- 
ledge.— Tr. 
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is necessary to use many aliments of different sorts. 
The human body, indeed, is composed of very many 
parts of different natures, which need constant and 
varied nutriment, that the whole body may be equally 
capable of all those actions that may follow from its 
nature, and, hence, that the mind also may be equally 
capable of framing many conceptions. 

XXVIII. 

But the strength of each man would scarcely suffice 
to procure this, did not men mutually aid each other. 
Now money has furnished us a representative for every- 
thing, whence it has happened that its image is wont 
to greatly occupy the mind of the masses : because 
they can scarcely imagine any kind of pleasure unac- 
companied by the idea of money as its cause. 
XXIX. 

But this is a vice only with those who seek money, 
not from need, nor on account of their necessities, but 
because they have learned the arts of gain, with which 
they carry themselves ostentatiously. For the rest, 
they nourish their body from force of habit, but spar- 
ingly, believing that they lose as much' of their sub- 
stance as they spend on the preservation of their body. 
But those who know the true value of money, and reg- 
ulate the measure of their wealth according to their 
need, live content with little. 
XXX. 

Since, therefore, those things are good that help the 
parts of the body to perform their functions, and pleas- 
ure consists in this, that the power of man, in so far as 
he is composed of mind and body, is aided and in- 
creased, — all those things that give pleasure are good. 
Nevertheless, since, on the other hand, things do not 
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act with the purpose of giving us pleasure, and their 
power of acting is not regulated by our advantage, and 
since, finally, pleasure is very often referred chiefly to 
one part of the body, emotions of pleasure (unless one 
exercise reason and vigilance), and hence also the de- 
sires engendered by them, are often excessive. Be- 
sides, through emotion we put that first which is agree- 
able at the present time, nor are we able to regard what 
is future with an equal emotion of the soul. {See IV, 
44, scM,, and 60, schol*) 

XXXI. 

Superstition, on the contrary, appears to maintain 
that to be good which gives pain, and, on the other 
hand, that bad which gives pleasure. But, as we have 
already said (IV, 45, schoL\)^ no one but the envious 
takes pleasure in my infirmity and misfortune. For 
the greater the pleasure with which we are affected, 
the greater the perfection to which we pass, and con- 
sequently the greater our participation in the divine 
nature ; and a pleasure which is regulated by a true 
regard for our advantage can never be evil. He, on 
the other hand, who is ruled by fear, and does good to 
avoid evil, is not ruled by reason. 
XXXII. 

But human power is very limited, and is infinitely 

* The former argues that emotions referred to one part of the 
body are excessive, in that they so hold the mind to the thought of 
one object that it is unable to pass to others. Excessive absorp- 
tion in a single object is madness. 

The latter refers back to IV, 9, which reads : " An emotion, the 
cause of which we conceive to be with us at the present time, 
is stronger than if we did not conceive the cause to be with us." 
This is proved from II, 17.— Tr. 

f Simply says at greater length what is said above. — Tr. 
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exceeded by the power of external causes ; there- 
fore we have not absolute power to turn to our 
advantage the things that are external to us. Never- 
theless, we will bear with equanimity those things 
«that happen to us contrary to what a regard for our 
profit demands, if we are conscious that we have done 
our duty, and that the power we have could not have 
reached so far as to enable us to avoid them, and 
that we are a part of the whole of nature, whose order 
we follow. If we clearly and distinctly comprehend 
this, that part of us which is defined as intelligence — 
that is, the best part of us — will be entirely satisfied 
with this, and will strive to persevere in this satisfac- 
tion. For in so far as we comprehend, we can desire 
only what is necessary, and we can have perfect satis- 
faction only in the truth ; in so far, therefore, as we 
rightly comprehend this, in so far does the endeavor 
of the better part of us harmonize with the order of 
the whole of nature. 
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PART V. 

OF THE POWER OF THE UNDERSTANDING, OR 
OF HUMAN FREEDOM. 

PREFACE. 

I PASS now to another Part of the Ethics, and this 
is concerned with the method or way that leads to 
Freedom. I shall here, accordingly, treat of the 
power of reason, and shall show, first, what influence 
reason itself can have upon the emotions, and, second, 
what the freedom or blessedness of the mind is. From 
this we shall see how much more power the wise man 
has than the ignorant. The further inquiries, however, 
how and in what way the understanding should be 
brought to perfection, and in what manner the body 
should be cared for, that it may be able properly to 
perform its functions — these do not belong here. The 
latter concerns medicine, the former, logic. Here, 
therefore, I shall, as I have said, treat only of the 
power of the mind or of reason, and I shall show, first 
of all, how great and of what sort is the control it has 
over the emotions in compelling or restraining them. 
That we have not absolute control over them, I have 
just demonstrated. Yet the Stoics thought that they 
are absolutely dependent on our will, and that we can 
control them absolutely. Nevertheless, they were 
compelled by the protest of experience, and not in- 
deed by their own principles, to admit that it requires 
no little practice and exertion to control and to restrain 
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them. This someone has attempted to show by the 
illustration of the two dogs (if I remember rightly), 
the one a house-dog, and the other a hunting-dog. 
For it has been possible, by training, to accustom the 
house-dog to hunt ; the hunting-dog, on the contrary, 
to abstain from chasing hares. This opinion Des- 
cartes favored not a little. For he maintained that 
the soul or mind is united chiefly with a certain part 
of the brain called the pineal gland, by means of 
which the mind perceives all the motions that are ex- 
cited in the body and also external bodies, and which 
the mind can move in diverse ways by merely willing 
to do so. He held that this little gland is so sus- 
pended, in the middle of the brain, that it can be 
moved by the least motion of the animal spirits. He 
held, in the second place, that this gland may be sus- 
pended in the middle of the brain in as many differ- 
ent ways as there are different ways in which the ani- 
mal spirits impinge upon it ; and that, further, there 
may be as many dift'erent traces imprinted upon it as 
there are different external objects that propel the an- 
imal spirits toward it. Whence it happens that if, af- 
terward, by the volition of the soul moving it in various 
ways, the gland be suspended in this or that way in 
which it was once before suspended by the spirits 
driven in this or that way, the said gland' will propel 
and determine the said animal spirits in the same way 
as they were before driven by a similar suspension of 
the little gland. He held, moreover, that each volition 
of the mind is united by nature to a certain definit^e 
motion of the gland. For example, if one will to fcdk 
upon a distant object, this volition causes a dilatation 
of the pupil ; but if one think only of dilating the pu- 
pil, it is of no use to have the will to do this, for nature 
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has not joined with the will to dilate or contract the 
pupil that motion of the gland that serves to impel the 
spirits toward the optic nerve in the proper way for 
dilating or contracting the pupil, but has joined this 
only with the will to look upon distant or near objects. 
Finally he held that, although each motion of this lit- 
tle gland seems to have been joined by nature with a 
single one of our thoughts from the beginning of 
our life, yet these motions can be joined with other 
thoughts as a result of custom. This he tried to 
prove in Art. 50, Part I, of the ** Passions of the Soul." 
From these considerations he infers there is no soul so 
feeble that it cannot, when well directed, acquire an 
absolute power over its passions. These are, as he has 
defined them, perceptions^ or sensations^ or agitations of 
the souly referred to it especially ^ and produced^ kept up, 
and intensified^ by some motion of the spirits {see Art. 27, 
Part I, of the ''Passions of the Soul"), But seeing 
that we are able to join with any volition any motion 
of the gland, and consequently of the spirits, and that 
the determination of the will is in our own power, it 
follows that, if we determine our volition by definite 
and steadfast decisions, according to which we wish to 
direct the actions of our life, and join to these deci- 
sions the motions of the passions we wish to have, we 
shall acquire an absolute control over our passions. 
This (so far as I can gather it from his words) is the 
doctrine of that most illustrious man — a doctrine I 
should scarce have believed put forward by such a 
man, had it been less acute. Indeed, I cannot suffi- 
ciently wonder that a philosopher, who had firmly 
determined to infer nothing except from self-evident 
principles, and to affirm nothing but what he clearly 
and distinctly perceived, and who so often blamed 
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the scholastics for wishing to explain obscure things 
by occult qualities, should assume a hypothesis more 
pccult than any occult quality. What, I ask, does 
he mean by the union of mind and body ? What clear 
and distinct conception has he, I say, of thought most 
closely united to a certain small portion of extension 
{quantitas) ? Would that he had explained this union 
by its .proximate cause. But he had conceived the 
mind as to such a degree distinct from the body that 
he was unable to assign any particular cause either of 
this union or of the mind itself, but was compelled to 
fall back upon the cause of the whole universe, that is, 
upon God. In the second place, I would vastly like 
to know how many degrees of motion the mind can 
communicate to that little pineal gland, and with what 
degree of force it can hold it suspended. For I do 
not know whether this gland is driven about by the 
mind more slowly or more swiftly than by the animal 
spirits, nor whether the motions belonging to the pas- 
sions, which we have firmly joined to steadfast deci- 
sions, may not be detached from them in turn by cor- 
poreal causes. In this case it would follow that, 
although the mind has formed a firm purpose of 
going to meet dangers, and has joined to this decision 
the motions appropriate to courage, nevertheless, at 
sight of the danger the gland may be so suspended 
that the mind can think of nothing but flight. Surely, 
since there is no comparing volition and motion, there 
is also no comparing the power or force of the mind 
and of the body. Consequently, the force of the lat- 
ter cannot possibly be determined by that of the for- 
mer. Add to these considerations, that this gland is 
not found to be so situated in the middle of the brain 
that it can be driven about so easily and in so many 
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ways, and further, that not all the ner\'es extend as far 
as the cavities of the brain. Finally, I omit all that this 
writer asserts concerning the will and its freedom, as I 
have given sufficient and more than sufficient proof 
that it is false. Since, therefore, the power of the 
mind is, as I have shown above, limited solely to un- 
derstanding, we shall determine from the knowledge 
of the mind alone the remedies for the emotions — 
remedies of which, I think, all men have experience, 
but which they do not carefully observe, nor distinctly 
see — and from the same knowledge of the mind we 
shall deduce all that concerns its blessedness. 

Axioms. 

1. If two contrary actions are excited in the same 
subject, either both of them or one of them must neces- 
sarily undergo change until they cease to be contrary. 

2. The power of an effect is defined by the power 
of its cause, in so far as its essence is explained or de- 
fined by the essence of its cause. 

(This axiom is evident from III, 7.*) 

Prop. i. Just as the thoughts, and the ideas of things^ 
are arranged and connected in the mind, so, precisely, are 
the modifications of the body, or the images of things, 
arranged and connected in the body. 

Proof. — The order and connection of ideas is the 
same (II, 7) as the order and connection of things, 
and conversely, the order and connection of things is 
the same (II, 6, cor., and 7, cor,^ as the order and con- 
nection of ideas. Therefore, just as the order and 
connection of ideas in the mind follow the order and 
concatenation of the modifications of the body (II, 18), 
* See IV., def. 8. note.— Tr. 
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SO, conversely (III, 2),* the order and connection of 
the modifications of the body follow the order and 
concatenation in the mind of thoughts and the ideas 
of things. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 2, If we separate an agitation of the mind^ 
that is 9 an emotionyfrom the thought of its external cause^ 
and join it to other thoughts ^ both the love or hate toward 
the external causey and the agitations of the soul that arise 
from these emotions y will be destroyed. 

Proof. — That which constitutes the essence of love 
or hate is pleasure or pain, accompanied by the idea 
of an external cause (defs. of the emotions^ 6 and 7). 
Therefore, when this last is taken away, the essence of 
love or hate is taken away, and, consequently, these 
emotions, and those that spring from them, are de- 
stroyed. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 3. An emotion that is a passion ceases to be a 
passion as soon as we form a clear and distinct idea of it. 

Proof, — An emotion that is a passion is a confused 
idea (general def, of the emotions). If, therefore, we 
form a clear and distinct idea of this emotion, this 
idea will be only logically distinct from the emotion 
itself, in so far as it is referred to the mind alone (II, 
21, and schol,). Hence (III, 3)! the emotion will 
cease to be a passion. Q. E. D. 

Corollary, — The emotion is, therefore, the more in 
our power, and the mind is the less passive with respect 
to it, the better it is known to us. 

♦ The body cannot determine the mind to thought, nor the 
mind the body to motion or rest, or to any other state (if there be 
any other). (Proved from II, 6.— Tr.) 

f The actions of the mind spring only from adequate ideas ; its 
passions, on the other hand, depend only on those that are inad- 
equate. (Sec 2d note to 20, schol. — Tr.) 
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Prop. 4. There is no modification of the body of 
which we cannot form a clear and distinct concep- 
tion. 

Proof. — The qualities common to all things can 
only be conceived adequately (II, 38). Therefore 
(II, 12, and 13, schol,y lem, 2), there is no modifica- 
tion of the body of which we cannot form a clear and 
distinct conception. Q. E. D. 

Corollary. — Hence it follows that there is no emotion 
df which we cannot form a clear and distinct concep- 
tion. For the emotion is the idea of the modification 
of the body {^general def, of the emotions)^ which, con- 
sequently {by the preceding proposition) ^ must involve a 
clear and distinct conception. 

Scholium, — Since there is nothing from which some 
effect does not follow (I, 36), and since we compre- 
hend very clearly and distinctly everything that fol- 
lows from an idea that is adequate in us (II, 40); it 
follows that everyone has the power of knowing him- 
self and his emotions clearly and distinctly, if not 
wholly, at least in part ; and, consequently, has the 
power of making himself less subject to these emo- 
tions. This, then, should be the chief object of our 
efforts, to know each emotion, so far as is possible, 
clearly and distinctly; so that the mind may thus be 
determined from the emotion to the thought of that 
which it clearly and distinctly perceives, and in which 
it wholly acquiesces ; and to the end that the emotion 
itself may be separated from the thought of its exter- 
nal cause and joined to true thoughts. From this it 
will result, not only that love, hate, etc., will be de- 
stroyed (2), but also that the appetites or desires 
which are wont to spring from such emotions cannot 
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be excessive (IV, 6i).* For it is especially to be 
noted that it is one and the same appetite on account 
of which a man is said to be now active and now 
passive. For example, we have shown that human 
nature is so constituted that each one desires to have 
the rest live according to his way of thinking (III, 31, 
scAoI.)^; this appetite is in the man who is not led by 
reason, a passion, which is called ambition, and does 
not greatly differ from pride ; in the man, on the other 
hand, who lives in obedience to the precept of reason, 
it is an activity or a virtue, which is called piety {see 
IV, 37, scho/. I, and the second demonstration of the same 
prop^X Thus all the appetites or desires are passions 
only in so far as they spring from inadequate ideas, 
and are reckoned as virtues when they are excited 
by or spring from adequate ideas. For all the 
desires by which we are determined to any action 
can arise as well from adequate ideas as from in- 
adequate {see IV, 59). § Than this remedy for the 

* The desire that springs from reason cannot be excessive. 
(Proved from defs. of the emotions, i and III, 3. See prop. 3, 
note.— Tr.) 

f In which the desire to have our own likings and aversions ap- 
proved is called ambition, and reference made to III, 29, schol., 
where, ambition is defined as an endeavor to do things or leave 
them undone solely with a view to pleasing men, especially the 
vulgar. — Tr. 

% See IV, App. XV, note. In the second demonstration it is 
argued that the good a man desires and loves, he will love the more, 
the more he sees others love it. Hence he will endeavor to bring 
them to love it as he does. See the 5th note to prop. 20. — Tr. 

§ To all the actions to which we are determined by an emotion 
which is a passion, we may, without this, be determined by rea- 
son. (To act rationally is to do those things that follow solely 
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emotions (to return to the point from which I started), 
consisting as it does in the true knowledge of them, 
none more excellent, that is within our power, can be 
devised ; seeing that the mind has no other power 
than that of thinking and forming adequate ideas, as 
we have (III, 3)* already shown. 

Prop. 5. The emotion with which we regard a thing 
that we conceive simply^ and not as necessary or possible or 
contingent^ is, other things being equal, the greatest of all. 

Proof, — The einotion with which we regard a thing 
that we conceive to be free is greater than that with 
which we regard what we conceive to be necessary 
(III, 49),t and consequently still greater than that 
with which we regard what we conceive of as possi- 
ble or contingent (IV, 11). J But to conceive a thing 
as free can be nothing but to conceive it simply, as 
long as we are ignorant of the causes that have deter- 
mined it to act {by what we have shown in II, 35, schol. ). 
Therefore the emotion with which we regard a thing 

from the necessity of our nature (III, def. 2, and note to V, 3). 
But whatever is bad diminishes our power of action (IV, preface 
at end). Hence a passion which is a confused idea (general def. of 
the emotions), and in so far inferior to reason, cannot determine us 
to any action to which we may not be determined by reason. — Tr.) 

* See note to prop. 3. — Tr. 

t The author argues that, if we conceive a thing as free, we 
conceive it through itself, without anything else. If, then, we 
conceive it as causing pleasure or pain, our love or hate toward it 
will be extreme, for we will regard it as the sole cause of the 
pleasure or pain. — Tr. 

X An emotion toward a thing which we conceive as necessary 
is, other things being equal, more intense than an emotion toward 
a thing that is possible or contingent, that is, not necessary. For 
in so far as we conceive it as necessary, we conceive it as existent. — 
Tr. 
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that we conceive simply is, other things being equal, 
greater than that with which we regard a thing that 
we conceive as necessary, as possible, or as contingent. 
Consequently it is the greatest. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 6. In so far as the mind comprehends all 
things as necessary ^ in so far has it a greater power aver 
the emotions y and is less subject to them. 

Proof, — The mind comprehends that all things are 
necessary (I, 29), and that they are determined to 
exist and to operate by an infinite nexus of causes (I, 
28). Therefore {py the preceding proposition) it in so far 
brings it about that it is less subject to the emotions 
which arise from them, and (III, 48)* regards with 
less emotion the things themselves. Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — The more this knowledge that things are 
necessary is brought to bear upon individual things, 
which we imagine more distinctly and vividly, the 
greater is the power of the mind over the emotions. 
To this fact experience itself bears witness. We see 
sorrow at the loss of some good thing mitigated, as 
soon as the man who has lost it perceives that he 
could not have preserved it in any possible way. Thus 
we see, also, that no one pities an infant because it 
cannot speak, walk, or reason, and because, in a word, 
it lives so many years, as it were, without the conscious- 
ness of self. But if most persons were born as adults, 
and only one here and there as an infant, then we 
would pity every infant, for then we would regard 
infancy itself, not as a natural and necessary thing, 

* Love or hate, for example, toward Peter, is destroyed, if the 
pain involved in the latter, or the pleasure involved in the former, 
be connected with the idea of another cause ; and it is diminished 
in so far as we conceive Peter not to have been the sole cause. 
(Sec defs. of the emotions, 6 and 7. — Tr.) 
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but as a defect or fault of nature. We might note 
many other instances of the same kind. 

Prop. 7. Emotions which arise out of or arc pro- 
duced by reason are, if we take time into account, more 
powerful than those that are referred to particular things 
which we conceive as absent. 

Proof. — We do not regard a thing as absent on 
account of the emotion with which we conceive it, but 
on account of the fact that the body is affected by 
another emotion that excludes the existence of the 
thing (II, 17). Therefore, it is not in the nature of 
an emotion that is referred to a thing we conceive as 
absent, to dominate the other activities and the power 
of a man (on which point see IV, 6),* but, on the con- 
trary, it is in harmony with its nature, that it can be 
to some degree subjected by those emotions that ex- 
clude the existence of its external cause (IV, 9).! 
But an emotion that springs from reason is necessarily 
referred to the common properties of things {see the 
definition of reason, II, 40, schol. 2), and these we always 
conceive as present (for there can be nothing to ex- 
clude their present existence), and always represent to 
ourselves in the same way (II, 38). Therefore such an 
emotion always remains the same ; and, consequently, 
{axiom i), the emotions that are contrary to it, and that 
are not supported by their external causes, must 
accommodate themselves to it more and more, un- 
til they are no longer contrary. In so far the emo- 
tion that springs from reason is the more powerful. 
Q. E. D. 

* The force of any passion or emotion can overcome the remaining 
activities or power of a man, so that the emotion persistently 
cleaves to the man. (See 2d note to prop. 8, and IV, axiom. — Tr.) 

t See IV, App. XXX, note.— Tr. 
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Prop. 8. The greater the number of concurrent 
causes by which an emotion is aroused^ the greater the 
emotion. 

Proof. — A large number of causes acting simultane- 
ously have more effect than if there were fewer (III, 
7).* Therefore (IV, 5)t the greater the number of 
simultaneous causes by which an emotion is aroused, 
the stronger is the emotion. Q. E. D. 

Scholium. — This proposition is evident also from 
axiom 2 of this Part. 

Prop. 9. An emotion referred to many different 
causes^ which the mind conceives simultaneously with the 
emotion^ is less harmful than another emotion equally 
great referred to a single cause or to fewer causes: more- 
over we are less dominated by it, and regard with less 
emotion any one cause. 

Proof. — An emotion is evil or harmful only in so far 
as the mind is hampered by it and made less capable 
of thinking (IV, 26 and 2^).X Therefore that emo- 
- tion by which the mind is determined to the conceiv- 
ing of many objects simultaneously is less harmful 
than another emotion equally great, that so holds the 
mind to the contemplation of a single object or of a few 
objects that it cannot think of others. This was the 

* See IV, def . 8, note.— Tr. 

f The force and growth of any passion, and its persevering in 
existence, are not defined by the power with which we endeavor 
to persevere in existence, but by the power of an external cause as 
compared with ours. (See III, defs. i and 2, and II, 16. — Tr.) 

X All that we endeavor to do in obedience to reason is to com- 
prehend ; nor does the mind, in so far as it exercises reason, judge 
anything to be of advantage to it, except what assists its compre- 
hension. (See note to IV. App XXVII.— Tr.) 

We certainly know nothing to be good or evil, except what truly 
assists our comprehension or may hinder us from comprehending. 
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first point. In the second place, since the essence of the 
mind — that is (III, 7),* its power — consists in thought 
alone (II, 11), the mind is less dominated by an emotion 
that determines it to the contemplation of many things 
simultaneously than by an emotion equally great that 
holds it absorbed in the contemplation of but one ob- 
ject or of a smaller number of objects. This was the 
second point. In the last place, this emotion (III, 
48),! inasmuch as it is referred to many external 
causes, is less with respect to each one of them. 
Q. E. D. 

Prop. 10. j4s long as we are not harassed by emo- 
tions that are contrary to our nature^ we have the power 
of arranging and connecting the modifications of the body 
according to the intellectual order. 

Proof, — Emotions that are contrary to our nature — 
that is (IV, 30), t that are evil — are only evil in so far as 
they interfere with the mind's comprehension (IV, 27).§ 
So long, therefore, as we are not harassed by emotions 
that are contrary to our nature, the power of the mind, 
by which it strives to comprehend things (IV, 26),§ is 
not hampered, and hence it has the power of forming 
clear and distinct ideas, and of deducing some from 
others (II, 40, schol. 2, and 47, schoL), consequently (i), 
so long have we the power of arranging and concate- 
nating the modifications of the body according to the 
intellectual order. Q. E. D. 

* See IV, def. 8, note.— Tr. 
t See 6, note. — Tr. 

X A thing cannot be bad through that which it has in common 
with our nature ; but in so far as it is bad for us , it is contrary to 
our nature. (See IV, preface ad fin. — Tr.) 

§ See 9, note.— Tr. 
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Scholium, — Through this power of rightly arranging 
and concatenating the modifications of the body, we 
can keep ourselves from being easily affected by evil 
emotions. For (7) it requires a greater force to con- 
trol emotions arranged and concatenated according to 
the intellectual order than to control indefinite and 
vague emotions. The best thing, therefore, that we 
can do, as long as we have not a perfect knowledge of 
our emotions, is to frame a right method of living, or 
definite rules of life, to commit them to memory, and 
to continually apply them to the individual cases often 
met with in life, so that our imagination may be deeply 
affected by them, and we may always have them at 
hand. For example, we have placed it among the 
rules of life [see IV, 46, and schol.)* that hate must 
be conquered by love or magnanimity, and not repaid 
by a return of hate. But that we may have this pre- 
cept of reason always at hand, where it will be of use, 
we should think upon and often meditate the injustices 
men commonly practice, and to what extent and in 
what way they may best be averted by magnanimity. 
Thus shall we join the image of the injustice to the 
thought of this principle, and (II, 18) we shall always 
have it at hand when we are treated with injustice. But 
if we also have at hand the consideration of what is truly 
useful to us, and of the good that results from mutual 
friendliness and common fellowship, being mindful, 
moreover, of the fact that the highest satisfaction 
of the soul springs from the right method of living 

♦ He who lives under the control of reason endeavors, as far as 
he can, to repay the hate, anger, contempt, etc., of others with 
love or magnanimity. (See defs. of the emotions, 6. The schol. 
argues that he who avenges wrongs with hate is miserable. See 
III, defs. of the emotions, 7 and 36. — Tr.) 
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(IV, 52),* and that men, like other things, act from 
natural necessity ; then an injustice — that is to say, the 
hate that is wont to spring from it — will occupy a very 
small part of the imagination, and will easily be over- 
come. Or if the anger that is wont to spring from the 
greatest injustices is not so easily overcome, still it will 
be overcome, though not without agitation of the soul, 
in a much shorter time than if we had not thus reflected 
upon these things beforehand. This is evident from 
props. 6, 7, and 8 of this Part. In the same way one 
must think concerning the courage that lays fear aside ; 
to wit, one must enumerate and often imagine the 
common perils of life, and reflect how by presence of 
mind and fortitude they can best be avoided or over- 
come. But it should be noted, that in arranging our 
thoughts and images we should always pay attention 
(IV, 63, cor.^ and III, S9)t to what is good in each 
thing, so that we may always be determined in our 
action by the emotion of pleasure. If, for example, 
one sees that he is too eager in the pursuit of fame, 
let him think of its proper value, to what end it should 
be sought, and by what means it can be attained ; but 
let him not think of its misuse, of its emptiness, of the 
fickleness of men, or other things of the sort, of which 
no one thinks except through morbidness. For with 
such reflections do the most ambitious give themselves 
the most distress, when they despair of attaining the 
honor that they strive for ; and, while they are vomit- 
ing forth their wrath, they wish to appear wise. There- 
fore it is certain that they are the most desirous of 

♦ Self-satisfaction may arise from reason, and only that which 
arises from reason is the highest possible. (See III, defs. of the 
emotions, 25, and note to prop. 3 of this Part. — Tr.) 

t See III, defs. of the emotions. 2 and 3. — Tr. 
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fame who complain the loudest of its misuse and of 
the emptiness of the world. Nor is this peculiar to 
the ambitious, but it is common to all who suffer from 
adverse fortune and are weak in character. The 
covetous poor man keeps talkyig of the misuse of 
money and the vices of the rich, whereby he only suc- 
ceeds in afflicting himself, and in showing others that 
he is discontented not only with his own poverty but 
also with the riches of others. So, also, those who 
have been badly received by their mistress think of 
nothing save the inconstancy and deceitful character 
of women, and the rest of their much-harped-upon 
faults ; all of which they immediately commit to ob- 
livion as soon as they are again received by their mis- 
tress. Therefore the man who is zealous to moderate his 
emotions and appetites, from the mere love of freedom, 
will strive, as far as possible, to gain a knowledge of 
the virtues and their causes, and to fill his soul with 
the joy that springs from a true knowledge of them ; 
but by no means to reflect upon men's vices, to dis- 
parage men, and to rejoice in a false show of freedom. 
He who will diligently observe these precepts (for 
they are not difficult), and will practice them — he, 
verily, will be able in a short time to direct his actions 
for the most part according to the dictates of reason. 

Prop. ii. The greater the number of things to which 
an image is referred^ the more frequent is ity or tfie oft- 
tner does it recur ^ and the more does it occupy the mind. 

Proof, — The greater the number of things to which 
an image or emotion is referred, the greater is the 
number of causes by which it can be aroused and 
maintained, and all of these {J)y hypothesis') the mind 
considers simultaneously through the said emotion. 
Therefore is the emotion the more frequent, or the 
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more often recurrent, and (8) it occupies the mind more. 
Q. E. D. 

Prop. 12. The images of things are more easily 
joined to those images that are referred to the things we 
clearly and distinctly comprehend than to others. 

Proof — The things we clearly and distinctly compre- 
hend are either the common properties of things or 
what is inferred from these {see the definition of reckon 
II, 40, schoL 2), and consequently they are the most 
frequently (by the preceding proposition) aroused in us. 
Therefore it is easier for us to consider other things 
simultaneously with these than with other things, and, 
hence (II, 18), it is easier to join them with these than 
with others. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 13. The greater the number of other things 
to which an image is joined^ the oftener does it recur. 

Proof — «The greater the number of other things to 
which an image is joined, the greater is the number of 
causes fll, 18) by which it can be aroused. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 14. The mind can bring it to pass that all 
the modifications of the body, or the images of things, 
are referred to the idea of God, 

Proof. — There is no modification of the body of 
which the mind cannot form a clear and distinct concep- 
tion (4). Therefore the mind can bring it to pass (1, 15), 
that all things are referred to the idea of God. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 15. He who clearly and distinctly compre- 
hends himself and his emotions, loves God, and this the 
more, the better he comprehends himself and his emotions. 

Proof, — He who clearly and distinctly comprehends 
himself and his emotions has pleasure (III, 53),* and 

♦ When the mind contemplates itself and its power of acting, it has 
pleasure ; and this the more, the more distinctly it conceives itself 
and its power of acting. (See III, defs. of the emotions, 2. — Tr.) 
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this is accompanied by the idea of God (by the preced- 
ing proposition). Therefore {defs. of the emotions^ 6), 
he loves God, and (by the same reasoning) this the more, 
the better he comprehends himself and his emotions. 
Q. E. D. 

Prop. i6. This love toward God must occupy the 
mind in the highest degree. 

Proof, — This love is joined to all the modifications 
of the body (14), and is fostered by them all (15). 
Therefore (11), it must occupy the mind in the highest 
degree. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 17. God is without passions^ and is not af- 
fected with any emotion of pleasure or pain. 

Proof, — All ideas, in so far as they are referred to 
God, are true (II, 32), that is i^l.def, 4), they are ade- 
quate. Therefore {general def. of the emotions^ God is 
without passions. In the second place, God cannot pass 
to a greater or a less degree of perfection (I, 20, cor» 2). 
Therefore (defs. of the emotions, 2 and 3) he is not af- 
fected with any emotion of pleasure or pain. Q. E. D. 

Corollary. — Properly speaking, God does not love 
or hate anyone. For God is not (by the preceding 
proposition) affected with any emotion of pleasure or 
pain. Consequently (defs, of the emotions, 6 and 7), he 
does not love or hate anyone. 

Prop. 18. No one can hate God, 

Proof, — The idea of God that is in us is adequate 
and perfect (II, 46 and 4^), Therefore, in so far as 
we contemplate God we are active (III, 3) ;* and 
hence (III, 59)! there can be no p^n accompanied by 
the idea of God, that is {defs, of the emotions, 7), no 
one can hate God. Q. E. D. 
* See note to prop. 3. — Tr. 
t See III, defs. of the emotions, 2 and 3. — Tr. 
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Corollary. — Love toward God cannot turn to 
hate. 

Scholium,— 'T\iQ objection may be made that, in the 
very act of comprehending God as the cause of all 
things, we regard him as the cause of pain. To tliis I 
answer that, in so far as we comprehend the causes of 
pain, in so far (3) it ceases to be a passion ; that is 
(III, 59),* in so far it ceases to be pain. Therefore, 
in so far as we comprehend God as the cause of pain, 
we feel pleasure. 

Prop. 19. He who loves God cannot endeavor to 
have God love him in return. 

Proof, — If a man did this, he would (17, cor.) wish 
God, whom he loves, were not God ; and consequently 
(III, 19)! he would wish to have pain, which (III, 28)! 
is absurd. Therefore, he who loves God, etc. Q. E.D. 

Prop. 20. This love toward God cannot be stained 
either with the emotion of envy or that of jealousy, but 
it is the more intensified^ the greater the number of men 
we conceive bound to God by this same bond of love. 

Proof. — This love toward God is the highest good 
that we can strive for according to the dictate of reason 
(IV, 28), § and it is common to all men (IV, 36), J and 

*Sce III, defs. of the emotions, 2 and 3. — Tr. 

f He who conceives what he loves to be destroyed will feel 
pain ; but if he conceives it to be preserved, he will feel pleasure. 
(See defs. of the emotions, 6, 3, and 2. — Tr.) 

X Whatever we conceive as giving pleasure, we strive to bring 
about ; but what we conceive as opposed to this, or as conducive 
to pain, we strive to remove or destroy. 

§ The highest good of the mind is the knowledge of God, and 
the highest virtue of the mind is to know God. (See I, def. 6, and 
I, 15 ; also IV, App. XXVII, note.— Tr.) 

I The highest good of those who follow virtue is common to all, 
and all may enjoy it equally. (See the note just preceding, and II, 
47, schol. — Tr.) 
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we desire all to rejoice in it (IV, 37).* Therefore {defs, 
of the emotions^ 23) it cannot be stained with the emo- 
tion of envy, nor {\^^ and the definition of jealousy ^ g, v, 
III, ^SySchoL)\ by the emotion of jealousy ; but on the 
contrary (III, 3i)J it must be the more intensified, the 
greater the number of men we conceive to enjoy it. 
Q E. D. 

Scholium. — We can show in the same way that there 
is no emotion that is directly opposed to this love, and 
capable of destroying this love. Therefore we may 
conclude that this love toward God is the most un- 
changeable of all the emotions, and cannot, in so far 
as it is referred to the body, be destroyed, except 
with the body itself. What its nature is, in so far as 
it is referred to the mind alone, we shall see hereafter. 

In what precedes I have included all the remedies 
against the emotions, that is, all that the mind, con- 
sidered in itself alone, can do to overcome the emo- 
tions. From this it appears that the power of the 
mind over the emotions consists : First, in the know- 
ledge of the emotions itself (4, schoL), Second, in the 
separation of the emotion from the thought of its ex- 
ternal cause which we conceive confusedly (2, and ^y 

* See IV, App. XV, note.— Tr. 

f Jealousy is defined as ** an agitation of the soul arising from 
combined love and hate, accompanied by the idea of someone eliie 
who is envied." — Tr. 

X If we conceive anyone to love, desire, or hate anything that 
we ourselves love, desire, or hate, we shall love, etc., the thing more 
deeply. If, however, we conceive him as having in aversion what 
we love, or the converse of this, we shall suflfer agitation of mind. 
(Proved by a reference to III, 27, where it is argued that, if we 
think of anyone like ourselves as having an emotion, this thought 
will be accompanied by a modification of the body similar to that 
which is present when we have the same emotion. See II, 17, cor. 
and schol. — Tr.) 
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schol). Third, in the superiority, from the point of 
view of time, possessed by the emotions that are 
referred to the things we comprehend, over those 
referred to the things we conceive confusedly or in 
a mutilated form (7). Fourth, in the multitude of 
causes by which the emotions that are referred to the 
common properties of things or to God are intensified 
(9 and 11). Fifth, and last, in the order in which the 
mind can arrange and link together its emotions (10, 
schol.y and 13, 14, and 15). But for the better under- 
standing of this power of the mind over the emotions, 
it is first of all to be noted that we call the emotions 
great when we compare the emotion of one man 
with the emotion of another, and see that the one is 
harassed more than the other by the same emotion ; 
or when wc compare with each other the emotions 
of one and the same man, and find that he is more 
affected or moved by one emotion than by another. 
For (IV, 5)* the force of any motion is defined by 
the power of its external cause as compared with our 
power. But the power of the mind is defined by 
knowledge alone, and its weakness or passion merely 
by the privation of knowledge ; that is, it is measured 
by that on account of which ideas are called inade- 
quate. From this it follows that that mind is the 
most passive of which inadequate ideas constitute the 
greatest part, so that it is distinguished rather by what 
it endures than by what it does ; and, on the other 
hand, that is the most active of which adequate ideas 
constitute the greatest part, so that, although it con- 
tains as many inadequate ideas as the former, it is 
distinguished rather by those ideas that are attributed 
to human virtue than by those that indicate human 
infirmity. In the second place, it is to be noted that 
* See prop. 8, note. — Tr. 
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griefs and misfortunes have their chief source in an 
excessive love of that which is subject to many varia- 
tions, and of which we can never have control. No 
one is solicitous or anxious about anything unless he 
love it ; nor do injustices, suspicions, enmities, etc., 
arise, except from the love of things of which no one 
can really have control. From this, then, we easily 
conceive what power clear and distinct knowledge, 
and especially that third kind of knowledge {concern- 
ing which see II, 47, schoL), the foundation of which 
is the knowledge of God and nothing else, has over 
the emotions : namely, if, in so far as they are pas- 
sions, it does not absolutely remove them (see 3, and 4, 
schol) ; at all events it brings it about that they con- 
stitute the least part of the mind {see 14). In the 
second place, it begets love toward that which is im- 
mutable and eternal (15), and which we really have 
within our power (II, 47) ; a love which, consequently, 
is not stained with any of the defects inherent in com- 
mon love, but can always be greater and greater (15), 
and occupy the greatest part of the mind (16), and 
afifect it everywhere. With this I have finished all 
that regards this present life. The truth of what I 
said at the beginning of this scholium, to wit, that I 
had embraced in these few words all the remedies for 
the emotions, anyone can easily see who will pay 
attention to what we have said in this scholium, and 
at the same time to the definitions of the mind and 
its emotions, and, finally, to props, i * and 3 f of 

* Our mind is in some respects active, and in some passive ; 
that is, in so far as it has adequate ideas, it is necessarily active, 
and in so far as it has inadequate ideas it is necessarily passive. 
(See II, II, cor. ; I, 36 ; III, def. i ; II, 9; and III,def. 2.— 
Tr.) 

f See prop. 3. note.—TR. 
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Part III. Therefore it is now time to pass to the 
things that pertain to the duration of the mind without 
relation to the body.' 

Prop. 21. The mind cannot imagine anything^ or 
remember thirds pasty unless while the body endures. 

Proof, — The mind does not express the actual ex- 
istence of its body, nor even conceive the modifica- 
tions of the body as actual, unless while the body en- 
dures (II, 8, cor^ ; and consequently (II, 26) it does 
not conceive any body as actually existing, unless while 
its body endures. Hence it cannot imagine anything 
(see the def, of Imagination in II, 17, schoL\ or 
remember things past, unless while the body endures 
{see the def, of Memory in 11, 18, schoL). Q. E. D. 

Prop; 22. Nevertheless, there is necessarily in God 
an idea which expresses the essence of this or thcU 
human body under the form of eternity. 

Proof. — God is not only the cause of the existence 
of this or that human body, but also of its essence (I, 
25) ; which must, therefore, necessarily be conceived 
through the essence of God and nothing else (I, axiom 
4), and that by a certain eternal necessity (I, 16). 
This conception must necessarily be in God (II, 3). 
Q. E. D. 

Prop. 23. The human mind cannot be absolutely 
destroyed with the body^ but something of it remains, 
which is eternal 

Proof. — There is necessarily in God a conception or 
idea, which expresses the essence of the human body 
(py the preceding proposition), and which, consequently, 
is necessarily something that pertains to the essence 
of the human mind (II, 13). But we do not ascribe 
to the mind any duration that can be defined by time, 
except in so far as it expresses the actual existence of 
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the body, which is explained by duration and can be 
defined by time ; that is (II, 8, ^^z'.), we do not ascribe 
to it duration, unless while the body endures. But 
since there is nevertheless something which is con- 
ceived by a certain eternal necessity through the 
essence of God and nothing else (by the preceding prop- 
osition)^ this something, that pertains to the essence of 
the mind, is necessarily eternal. Q. E. D. 

Scholium. — This idea that expresses the essence of 
the body under the form of eternity, is, as we have 
said, a definite mode of thinking, which pertains to 
the essence of the mind, and which is necessarily eter- 
nal. Yet it cannot be brought about that we remem- 
ber having existed before the body, since there can be 
no traces of it in the body, and since eternity cannot 
be defined by time, and cannot have any relation to 
time. Nevertheless we feel and know that we are 
eternal. The mind perceives those things that it con- 
ceives by an act of the understanding no less than 
those that it has in the memory. The eyes of the 
mind, with which it sees and observes things, are 
themselves proofs. Therefore, although we do not 
remember having existed before the body, yet we feel 
that our mind, in so far as it involves the essence of 
the body under the form of eternity, is eternal, and 
that this its existence cannot be defined by time or 
explained by duration. Our mind, consequently, can 
be said to endure, and its existence can be defined by 
a definite time, only in so far as it involves the actual 
existence of the body ; and only in so far has it the 
power of measuring in time the existence of things, 
and of conceiving them as having duration.® 

Prop. 24. The better we comprehend particular 
things^ the better do we comprehend God, 
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Proof, — This is evident fropi the corollary to prop. 
25, Part I. 

Prop. 25. // is the highest endeavor of the mind and 
its highest virtue to know things by the third kind of 
knowledge. 

Proof, — The third kind of knowledge proceeds from 
an adequate idea of certain attributes of God to an 
adequate knowledge of the essence of things {see its 
def II, 40, schol.) ; and the better we comprehend things 
in this way, the better {by the preceding proposition) do 
we comprehend God. Hence (IV, 28)* it is the highest 
virtue of the mind, that is (IV, def. 8), the power or 
nature of the mind, or (III, 7)f its highest endeavor, to 
know things by the third kind of knowledge. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 26. The more capable the mind is of knowing 
things by the third kind of knowledge y the more it desires 
to know things by this kind of knowledge. 

Proof, — This is evident. In so far as we conceive 
the mind to be capable of knowing things by this kind 
of knowledge, we conceive it as determined to a 
knowledge of things by this kind of knowledge ; and, 
consequently {defs. of the emotions^ i), the more capable 
the mind is of this, the more it desires it. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 27. From this third kind of knowledge springs 
the highest possible satisfaction of the mind. 

Proof, — It is the highest virtue of the mind to know 
God (IV, 28), t that is, to know things by the third kind 
of knowledge (25) ; and this virtue is the greater, the 
better the mind knows things by this kind of knowledge 
(24). Therefore he who knows things by this kind of 
knowledge passes to the highest degree of human 

*See prop. 20, note. — Tr. 
t See IV, def. 8. note.— Tr. 
X See prop. 20, note. — Tr. 
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perfection, and consequently (defs, of the emotions^ 2), is 
afifected with the highest pleasure, and that (II, 43) 
with the accompanying idea of himself and of his 
virtue. Hence (defs, of the emotions^ 25), from this kind 
of knowledge springs the highest possible satisfaction. 
Q. E. D. 

Prop. 28. The endeavor ^ or desire y to know things 
by the third kind of knowledge cannot spring from the 
fir sty but from the second kind of knowledge. 

Proof. — This proposition is self-evident. For what- 
ever we clearly and distinctly comprehend, we compre- 
hend either through itself or through that which is con- 
ceived through itself. That is, ideas that are clear and 
distinct in us — in other words, which are referred to 
the third kind of knowledge (II, 40, schoL 2) — cannot 
follow from mutilated and confused ideas, which {py 
the same schol.) are referred to the first kind of know- 
ledge, but from adequate ideas, that is (by the same 
schol.)y from the second and third kinds of knowledge. 
Hence {defs. of the emotions^ i), the desire to know 
things by the third kind of knowledge cannot spring 
from the first, but from the second kind. Q. E. D. 

Prop. 29. Whatever the mind comprehends under the 
form of eternity y it does not comprehend from the fact 
that it conceives the present actual existence of the body^ 
but from the fact that it conceives the essence of the body 
under the form of eternity. 

Proof, -^In so far as the mind conceives the present 
existence of its body, it conceives duration, which can 
be measured by time, and in so far only has it the 
power of conceiving things with relation to time (21, 
and II, 26). But eternity cannot be expressed by 
duration (I, def, 8, and its explanation)» Hence the mind 
in so far has not the power of perceiving things und«r 
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the form of eternity, but since it is of the nature of 
reason to conceive things under the form of eternity 
(II, 44, cor, 2), and it also pertains to the nature of 
the mind to conceive the essence of the body under the 
form of eternity (23), and besides these two nothing 
else pertains to the essence of the mind (II, 13) ; it 
follows that this power of conceiving things under the 
form of eternity does not pertain to the mind, except 
in so far as it conceives the essence of the body under 
the form of eternity. Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — We conceive things as actual in two 
ways : either in that we conceive them as existing with 
relation to a definite time and place, or in that we con- 
ceive them as contained in God, and as following from 
the necessity of the divine nature. Those things, 
however, that we conceive as true or real in this 
second way, we conceive under the form of eternity, 
and the ideas of them involve the eternal and infinite 
essence of God, as we have shown in II, 45. See also 
the scholium to this proposition. 

Prop. 30. Our mind^ in so far as it knows itself and 
the body under the form of eternity, necessarily has a 
knoivledge of God, and knows that it is in God and is 
conceived through God. 

Proof* — Eternity is the very essence of God, in so 
far as this involves necessary existence (I, def, 8). 
Hence, to conceive things under the form of eternity 
is to conceive things in so far as they are conceived 
as real beings through the essence of God, that is, in 
so far as they involve existence through the essence of 
God. Therefore, our mind, in so far as it conceives it- 
self and the body under the form of eternity, necessa- 
rily has a knowledge of God, and knows, etc. Q. E. D. 
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Prop. 31. The third kind of knowledge depends on 
the mindy as on its formal cause ^ in so far as the mind 
itself is eternal. 

Proof, — The mind conceives nothing under the 
form of eternity except in so far as it conceives the 
essence of its own body under the form of eternity 
(29), that is (21 and 23), except in so far as it is 
eternal. Therefore {by the preceding proposition) ^ in 
so far as it is eternal, it has a knowledge of God, 
which knowledge is necessarily adequate (II, 46). 
Hence the mind, in so far as it is eternal, is capable of 
knowing all those things that can follow when this 
knowledge of God is granted (II, 40); that is, it is 
capable of knowing things by the third kind of 
knowledge (see the def of this II, 40, schoL 2), of 
which, consequently, the mind (III, def. i), in so far 
as it is eternal, is the adequate or formal cause. 
Q. E. D. 

Scholium. — Therefore the more of this kind of 
knowledge anyone possesses, the clearer is his con- 
sciousness of himself and of God ; that is, the more per- 
fect and blessed is he, as will appear still more clearly 
from what follows. But here it should be noted that, 
although we are now certain that the mind is eternal, 
in so far as it conceives things under the form of 
eternity, nevertheless, that the things we wish to show 
may be the more easily explained and the better 
understood, we will consider it, as we have done 
hitherto, as though it were just beginning to be, and 
were just beginning to know things under the form of 
eternity. This we may do without any danger of 
error, provided we are careful to draw no conclusions 
except from clear premises. 
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Prop. 32. Whatever we know by the third kind of 
knowledge y we take pleasure in, and that with the accom- 
panying idea of God as cause. 

Proof. — From this kind of knowledge springs the 
highest possible satisfaction of the mind, that is {defs. 
of the emotions^ 25), pleasure, and that with the accom- 
panying idea of itself (27), and, consequently (30), also 
with the accompanying idea of God as cause. Q. E. D. 

Corollary, — From the third kind of knowledge nec- 
essarily springs the intellectual love of God. For from 
this kind of knowledge springs (by the preceding propo- 
sition) pleasure, accompanied by the idea of God as 
cause, that is (defs, of the emoiionSy 6), a love of God, 
not in so far as we imagine him as present (29), but in 
so far as we comprehend God to be eternal. It is this 
that I call the intellectual love of God. 

Prop. zZ- The intellectual love of Gody which springs 
from the third kind of knaivledge, is eternal. 

Proof — The third kind of knowledge (^i, and l, 
axiotn 3) is eternal : therefore (by the same axiom) , the 
love that springs from it is also necessarily eternal. 
Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — Although this love toward God has not 
had a beginning (by the preceding proposition) y neverthe- 
less it has all the perfections of love, just as if it had 
had a beginning, as we have assumed in the corollary 
to the preceding proposition. Nor is there here any 
difference, except that the mind has eternally had these 
same perfections that we have just conceived of as 
added to it, and that with the accompanying idea of God 
as eternal cause.. But if pleasure consists in the transi- 
tion to a greater perfection, blessedness must surely 
consist in this, that the mind is endowed with perfec- 
tion itself. 
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Prop. 34. The mind is not subject to those emotions^ 
which are referred to passions^ except while the body 
endures. 

Proof, — A mental image {imaginatio) is an idea by 
which the mind contemplates something as present (see 
the def, of it, II, 17, schol,), but which indicates rather 
the present constitution of the human body than the 
nature of the external thing (II, 16, cor, 2). An emo- 
tion is therefore (by the general def, of the emotions) 
a mental image, in so far as it indicates the present 
constitution of the body ; and consequently (21) the 
mind is not subject to those emotions which are re- 
ferred to the passions except while the body endures. 
Q. E. D. 

Corollary, — Hence it follows that no love except 
the intellectual love is eternal. 

Scholium. — If we turn attention to the common be- 
lief of men, we shall see that they are indeed con- 
scious of the eternity of their mind, but confound it 
with duration, and ascribe it to the imaginatipn or 
memory, which they think remains after death. 

Prop. 35. God loves himself with an infinite intel- 
lectual love. 

Proof, — God is absolutely infinite (I, def 6), that 
is (II, def, 6), the nature of God rejoices in infinite 
perfection, and that (II, 3) with the accompanying 
idea of itself, that is (I, 11, and def , i), the idea of its 
cause. It is this that in the corollary to prop. 32 of 
this Part we have called the intellectual love. 

Prop. 36. The intellectual love of the mind to^vard 
God is the very love of God with which God loves ^ 
himself not in so far as he is infinite, but in so far as he 
can be expressed by the essence of the human mind, con- 
sidered under the form of eternity. That is, the in- 
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tellectual love of the mirul toward God is a part of the 
infinite love with which God loves himself. 

Proof, — This love of the mind must be referred to 
the acts of the mind (32, cor,^ and III, 3).* It is,* 
therefore, an act in which the mind contemplates it- 
self, with the accompanying idea of God as cause (32, 
cor^^ that is (I, 25, cor.y and II, 11, cor?)^ an act, in 
which God, in so far as he can be expressed by the 
human mind, contemplates himself, with the accom- 
panying idea of himself. Therefore (py the preceding 
proposition) this love of the mind is a part of the 
infinite love with which God loves himself. Q. E. D. 

Corollary. — Hence it follows that God, in so far as 
he loves himself, loves men, and consequently that 
the love of God toward men and the intellectual 
love of the mind toward God are one and the 
same. 

Scholium. — From this we clearly comprehend in 
what our salvation, or blessedness, or freedom con- 
sists ; to wit, in an unchangeable and eternal love 
toward God, that is, in the love of God toward men. 
This love or blessedness is in the sacred Scriptures 
called glory, and not without justice. For whether 
this love be referred to God, or to the mind, it can 
rightly be called a satisfaction of the mind, which, in 
truth, is not distinguishable from glory (defs, of the 
emotionsy 25 and 30). In so far as it is referred to God, 
it is (35) pleasure — allow me still to use this word — 
with the accompanying idea of himself ; and it is the 
same thing in so far as it is referred to the mind (27). 
In the second place, from the fact that the essence of 
our mind consists in knowledge alone, of which the 
* See prop, 3, note. — Tr. 
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source and foundation is God (I, 15, and II, 47, schol.), 
it becomes clear to us how and in what way our mind 
follows, as regards its essence and existence, from the 
divine nature, and continually depends on God. I 
have thought it worth while to note this here, that I 
might show by this illustration of how much worth is 
ihe knowledge of individual things, that I have called 
intuitive or of the third kind {seell^ ^o^schol. 2), and how 
preferable to general knowledge, which, I have said, is 
of the second kind. For although, in Part I, I showed 
by a general argument that all things (including, conse- 
quently, the human mind) depend upon God as re- 
gards their essence and existence ; nevertheless that 
demonstration, while it is legitimate and placed be- 
yond risk of doubt, yet does not so affect our mind 
as when the same conclusion is drawn from the very 
essence of some individual thing which we say de- 
pends upon God. 

Prop. 37. There is nothing in nature that is opposed 
to this intellectual love^ that is^ that can destroy it. 

Proof. — This intellectual love necessarily follows 
from the nature of the mind, in so far as this, as eter- 
nal truth, is considered through the nature of God (33 
and 29). If, then, there were anything that were op- 
posed to this love, it would be opposed to the truth ; 
and, consequently, that which could destroy this love 
would bring it to pass that what is true would be 
false ; which (as is self-evident) is absurd. Therefore, 
there is nothing in nature, etc. Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — The axiom of Part IV has respect to 
individual things, in so far as they are considered with 
relation to a definite time and place. No one, I think, 
doubts this. 
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Prop. 38. The greater the number of things the mind 
knows by the second and third kinds of knowledge^ the 
less is it subject to hurtful emotions, and the less does 
it fear death. 

Proof — The essence of the mind consists in know- 
ledge (II, 1 1) ; hence, the greater the number of things 
the mind knows by the second and third kinds of 
knowledge, the greater the part of it which abides (29 
and 23), and consequently {by the preceding proposition) 
the greater the part of it which is not affected by the 
emotions that are contrary to our nature, that is ( IV, 
30),* that are hurtful. Therefore, the greater the num- 
ber of things the mind knows by the second and third 
kinds of knowledge, the greater the part of it that re- 
mains unharmed, and consequently the less is it sub- 
ject to hurtful emotions, etc. Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — From this we comprehend what I have 
touched upon in the scholium to IV, 39, and have 
promised to explain in this Part ; namely, that death 
is the less hurtful, the greater the clear and distinct 
knowledge of the mind, and consequently the more 
the mind loves God. In the second place, since (27) 
from the third kind of knowledge springs the highest 
possible satisfaction, it follows that the human mind 
can be of such a nature that the part of it which we 
have shown to perish with the body (see 21) is of no 
importance in comparison with the part of it which 
remains. But more of this presently. 

Prop. 39. He whose body is capable of the greatest 
number of activities, has a mind, the greatest part of 
which is eternal. 

Proof. — He whose body is capable of the greatest 
number of activities is the least harassed by hurtful 
* See note to prop. 10. — Tr. 
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emotions (IV, 38),* that is (IV, 30),! by emotions 
which are contrary to our nature. Therefore (10), he 
has the power of arranging and concatenating the 
modifications of the body according to the intellect- 
ual order, and consequently of bringing it about (14) 
that all the modifications of the body are referred to 
the idea of God. Whence it will happen (15) that he 
will be affected with love toward God, which (16) 
should occupy or constitute the greatest part of the 
mind ; and hence (33) he has a mind, the greatest 
part of which is eternal. Q. E. D. 

Scholium. — Since human bodies are capable of very 
many activities, there is no doubt but that they can be 
of such a nature as to be referred to minds that have a 
great knowledge of themselves and of God, and of which 
the greatest or the chief part is eternal — of such a na- 
ture, consequently, as scarcely to fear death. That 
this may be the more clearly comprehended, one should 
here consider that we live in continual change, and ac- 
cording as we change for the better or for the worse, 
we are said to be fortunate or unfortunate. He who, 
from being an infant or a boy, becomes a corpse, is said 
to be unfortunate, and on the other hand it is regarded 
as good fortune to have been able to pass the whole 
span of life with a healthy mind in a healthy body ; 
and, in truth, he who, like an infant or a boy, has a 
body capable of very few activities, and very depend- 
ent on external causes, has a mind that, in itself con- 
sidered, is scarcely conscious of itself, of God, or of 
things ; on the other hand, he who has a body capable 
of very many activities has a mind that, in itself con- 
sidered, has a vivid consciousness of itself, of God, 

* See IV, App. XXVII, note.— Tr. 

f See note to prop. 10. — Tr. 
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and of things. In this life, therefore, it is our chief 
endeavor to change the body of the infant, as far as 
its nature permits, and as far as is profitable for it, 
into another body capable of very many activities, and 
referred to a mind conscious of itself, of God, and of 
very many things ; so that all that is referred to its 
memory or imagination will be, in comparison with the 
understanding, of scarcely any importance, as I have 
just said in the scholium to the preceding proposition. 

Prop. 40. The more perfection each thing has^ the 
more cutive is it, and the less passive; and, conversely, the 
more active itis^ the more perfect is it» 

Proof — The more perfect each thing is, the more 
reality has it (II, def, 6), and, consequently (III, 3, 
and schol\ * the more active is it and the less passive. 
This demonstration proceeds in the same way in in- 
verse order ; whence it follows that, conversely, a 
thing is the more perfect, the more active it is. 
Q. E. D. 

Corollary, — Hence it follows that the part of the 
mind which abides, whatever its amount, is more per- 
fect than the rest. For the eternal part of the mind 
(23 and 29) is the understanding, and it is on account 
of this alone that we are said to be active (III, 3)* ; 
but the part that we have shown perishes is just the 
imagination (21), and it is on account of this alone 
that we are said to be passive (III, z^* and general def . 
of the emotions). Therefore (by the preceding proposi- 
tion), the former, whatever its amount, is more perfect 
than the latter. Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — These are the things I set out to show 
with regard to the mind, in so far as it is considered 
without relation to the existence of the body. From 
* See note to prop. 3. — Tr. 
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these, and at the same time from I, 21, and other 
propositions, it appears that our mind, in so far as it 
knows, is an eternal mode of thinking, which is deter- 
mined by another eternal mode of thinking, this 
again by another, and so to infinity ; so that they all 
together constitute the eternal and infinite under- 
standing of God. 

Prop. 41. Even if we did not know our mind to be 
eternaly we should nevertheless regard as of the highest 
importance piety and religion^ and all without restriction 
of those things that^ as we have shown in Part IV, are 
referred to courage and magnanimity. 

Proof, — The one and only foundation of virtue or 
of a right method of living (IV, 22, cor., andlY, 24)* 
is to seek one's own advantage. But in the deter- 
mination of what reason pronounces to be of advan- 
tage, we have taken no account of the eternity of the 
mind, which we have come to a knowledge of only in 
this Fifth Part. Therefore, although at that time we 
were ignorant that the mind is eternal, we regarded as 
of the highest importance those things that, as we have 
shown, are referred to courage and magnanimity. 
Hence, were we even now ignorant of that fact, we 
should nevertheless regard as of the highest impor- 
tance these precepts of reason. Q. E. D. 

Scholium, — The belief of the multitude appears to 
be otherwise. Many seem to think that they are free 
just in so far as they are permitted to gratify desire, 
and that they give up their independence just in so 
far as they are obliged to live according to the precept 
of the divine law. Piety, then, and religion, and all 
things, without restriction, that are referred to great- 
ness of soul, they regard as burdens ; and they hope 
♦ Sec IV, def. 8, and note, and IV, App. IV.— Tr. 
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after death to lay these down and to receive the 
reward of their bondage, that is, of piety and religion. 
And not by this hope alone, but also and chiefly by 
fear, — the fear of being punished after death with dire 
torments, — are they induced to live according to the 
precept of the divine law so far as their poverty and 
feebleness of soul permit. If men had not this hope 
and fear, but if, on the contrary, they thought that 
minds perished with the body, and that for the 
wretched, worn out with the burden of piety, there 
was no continuation of existence, they would return 
to their inclination, and decide to regulate everything 
by desire, and to be governed by chance rather than 
by themselves. This seems to me no less absurd than 
it would seem if someone, because he does not 
believe he can nourish his body with good food to 
eternity, should choose to stuff himself with what is 
poisonous and deadly ; or, because he sees that his 
mind is not eternal or immortal, should choose on 
that account to be mad, and to live without reason. 
These things are so absurd as scarcely to be worth 
mentioning. 

Prop. 42. Blessedness is not the reward of virtue^ but 
virtue itself j nor do we rejoice in it because we re- 
strain the desires y but on the contrary^ because we rejoice 
in it we are able to restrain the desires. 

Proof. — Blessedness consists in love toward God 
(36, andschol.)^ which love indeed springs from the 
third kind of knowledge (32, cor.). Therefore this 
love (III, 59,* and III, 3t) must be referred to the 
mind in so far as it is active, and hence (IV, def. 8) 
it is virtue itself. This was the first point. In the 
* See III, defs. of the emotions, 2 and 3. — Tr. 
f See note to prop. 3. — Tr. 
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second place, the more the mind rejoices in this divine 
love or blessedness, the more it knows (32); that is 
(3, cor.)y the greater the power it has over the emo- 
tions, and (38) the less it is subject to emotions that 
are hurtful. Therefore, from the fact that the mind 
rejoices in this divine love or blessedness, it has the 
power of restraining the desires. And since the power 
of man to restrain the emotions consists in under- 
standing alone, no one rejoices in blessedness because 
he restrains the emotions, but, on the contrary, the 
power of restraining the desires springs from blessed- 
ness itself. Q. E. D. 

Scholium. — With this I have completed all that I 
intended to show regarding the power of the mind 
over the emotions, and the freedom of the mind. 
From which it is evident how much stronger and bet- 
ter the wise man is than the ignorant man, who is led 
by mere desire. For the ignorant man, besides being 
agitated in many ways by external causes, and never 
attaining true satisfaction of soul, lives as it were 
without consciousness of himself, of God, and of 
things, and, just as soon as he ceases to be acted upon, 
ceases to be. While on the contrary the wise man, in 
so far as he is considered as such, is with difl&culty 
disturbed in soul, but, conscious by a certain eternal 
necessity of himself, of God, and of things, he never 
ceases to be, but is always possessed of true satisfac- 
tion of soul. If, indeed, the path that I have shown 
to lead to this appears very difficult, still it may be 
found. And surely it must be difficult, since it is so 
rarely found. For if salvation were at hand, and 
could be found without great labor, how could it be 
neglected by nearly everyone? But all excellent 
things are as difficult as they are rare. 
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1- (P ^9) Just what Spinoza meant by Substance is 
not clear. Did he understand it as something distinct 
from and underlying its attributes, or simply as a name 
for the sum of the attributes ? Both views have been 
held by his critics, and passages may be adduced in 
favor of each. The definition of attribute as " that 
which the intellect perceives of substance, as constitut- 
ing its essence," and such passages as that in the proof 
of prop. 10, which makes an attribute, like a substance, 
to be conceived through itself, would seem to indicate 
that there is no real difference between. substance and 
attributes. On the other hand, the language of the 
First Part of the Ethics meets its natural interpretation 
only on the assumption that the author regarded sub- 
stance and attributes as distinct things — taking this 
word in its broad sense. Had Spinoza been clearly 
conscious that by substance he meant only the sum of 
the attributes, it would have been very easy for him to 
have said so, and he might have avoided a great deal 
of reasoning that on this supposition appears to be mere 
quibbling (<?. ^., the proof of props. 5 and 8). What 
has been said in the biographical sketch prefixed to 
the Selections, of the sources of the Spinozistic philos- 
ophy, should be borne in mind. Perhaps the best ex- 
planation of the inconsistency in Spinoza's language, 
and presumably in his thought, lies in assuming that he 
retains the Neo-Platonic conception of the One, as Be- 
ing without distinctions, and yet reasons as if the One 
were simply the sum total of existing things. 

188 
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2. (p. 30.) All three of the proofs of the necessary 
existence of God — " a substance consisting of infinite 
attributes, each expressing an eternal and infinite es- 
sence," — are faulty, and break down under scrutiny. 

The first depends upon prop. 7, and falls with it. 
The Cartesian notion of x causa sui is simply an en- 
deavor to retain a relation 'between-two -things where 
but one thing is assumed to exist. A thing can no 
more be its own cause than it can be its own neighbor- 
If the words be taken as merely indicating that no 
cause is to be sought for, the argument is destroyed 
{see proof of prop, 7). Furthermore, it does not follow 
that because a thing cannot be produced by something 
else, it must be produced by itself. It is possible that 
it may not be produced at all, /. <?., may not exist. Even 
if we admit, therefore, the possibility of a thing's being 
its own cause, the existence of substance is not proved 
by this argument, and prop. 7 should not be used in 
proof of prop. 11. 

The second proof, which is bad in several respects, 
may be condemned merely on the ground that it rests 
on the general statement that a thing must exist if 
there be no cause which prevents its existence. Even 
if we admit the positive statement that everything 
that exists must have some cause, we are not bound 
to admit the negative statement that there must be a 
cause for the non-existence of whatever does not exist. 
Strictly speaking, one cannot say that there must be a 
cause for the non-existence of things, for this has no 
real being, and cannot be an effect, /. <?., cannot stand 
in a certain relation to another thing. When we say, 
as we sometimes do, that a thing does not exist because 
the system of things is what it is, we only mean that 
there does not exist a suitable cause for the production 
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of the thing in question. We cannot mean to causally re- 
late the non-existence of the thing to apart or the whole 
of the system of things. The doctrine that there must 
be a cause for the non-existence of everything that 
does not exist would have strange consequences. Let 
us suppose nothing at all to exist (a conception possi- 
ble enough) : would it th^n follow that there must 
exist causes of all this non-existence of things? 

The third proof is also defective. The premises 
upon which it rests should not have been assumed as 
self-evident. The statement that the potentiality of 
non-existence is lack of power is, interpreted in the 
sense made necessary by the argument built upon it, 
evidently false. If a thing does not exist, one cannot 
say that it has the power not to exist, or has anything 
else. The proof compares the power of an existing 
finite being with that of a non-existent infinite being, 
and declares that, in so far as the infinite being is non- 
existent it is less powerful. Now it is possible to com- 
pare the properties of an existent thing with those of 
a non-existent, if we abstract from the existence and 
non-existence. In such a comparison we say, in effect, 
that, did both of the things exist, one would stand in 
such and such relations to the other. But if the exist- 
ence and non-existence enter into the comparison and 
cannot be abstracted from, the matter is very different. 
A thing cannot be less powerful than another in that it 
is non-existent, for in that it is non-existent it cannot 
enter into any comparison at all. A non-existent thing 
cannot be infinite, or strong, or weak, or anything else, 
for it is nothing. The argument, therefore, falls. 

The proof that God or substance consists in infinite 
attributes is more explicitly brought out in the scho- 
lium. As potentiality of existence is a power, it fol- 
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lows that the more reality (/. <?., the greater the number 
of attributes, see prop. 9) belongs to the nature of a 
thing, the more power it has to exist. Hence an abso- 
lutely infinite being (/. ^., one with infinite attributes, 
see def. 6) has an absolutely infinite power of existing ; 
therefore he absolutely exists. Of course this reason- 
ing falls with the preceding arguments, for even if po- 
tentiality of existence be properly called a power, it 
can certainly not be possessed or exercised by some- 
thing that does not exist, and the whole question is 
whether the being to which we are attributing a given 
nature does exist or not, and hence whether it can 
have any power whatever. If the being does not ex- 
ist, none of the attributes we allot to it can exist, nor 
can the number of these non-existent attributes beany 
indication of a real power to exist on the part of the 
being in question. 

3. (p. 46.) Modes are particular things. Material 
things are modes of the attribute of extension, and ideas 
are modes of the attribute of thought. Any portion of 
the contents of a single attribute, or even the whole, 
may be regarded as one thing, and so taken as a mode. 
Spinoza gives elsewhere (Letter 64, ed. Van Vloten 
and Land), as instances of infinite modes immediately 
produced by God, motion, which he regarded as a real 
thing of constant quantity, and " absolutely infinite un- 
derstanding." "The face of the whole universe" he 
cites as an instance of an infinite mode mediately pro- 
duced by God. The doctrine of the infinite modes 
plays no important part in his system. 

4- (p- 49«) All finite modes, that is, all individual 
things in the world, Spinoza regarded as conditioned by 
other finite things, these by still others, and so to infin- 
ity. The chain of finite causes is therefore endless, and 
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one cannot at any point leave it and refer to God as 
the cause of any finite thing, as one refers to one finite 
thing as cause of another. It is the same with the in- 
finite modes of the previous note. They cannot enter 
into the causal nexus at any point. The statement, 
then, that God is the efficient cause of things {prop, 
25) must be taken in some sense quite distinct from 
that suggested by the common meaning of the words. 
What that sense is, is not clear. If we take the word 
God to mean simply the sum total of existing things 
{see note i, above) y we may interpret prop. 25 nega- 
tively as signifying only that no explanation of any- 
thing is to be looked for outside of the universe as a 
whole. This, however, is by no means a natural in- 
terpretation of Spinoza's language. 

6. (p. 74.) It will be remembered that Spinoza re- 
garded every finite mode as conditioned by an endless 
series of finite causes (I, 2 8) . Now the modes of one at- 
tribute cannot condition those of another (II, 6). Each 
attribute is, therefore, modified by an infinity of finite 
modes causally connected with one another, but hav- 
ing no causal connection with the modes of any other 
attribute. Nevertheless, the modes in each attribute 
absolutely correspond with the modes in every other 
attribute; for substance, whether contemplated under 
the attribute of thought, or that of extension, or under 
any other, is one and the same thing. Each mode in 
one attribute must, therefore, have a corresponding 
mode in every other attribute, which mode is simply a 
different way of expressing the same thing. Thus we 
have in the attribute of extension an infinite series of 
material things connected with each other in a neces- 
sary and fixed order ; and in the attribute of thought 
an infinite series of ideas also connected with each 
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Other in fixed order. For every material thing there 
is a corresponding mode in the attribute of thought, 
and this is the idea of the thing. A material thing 
and its idea are one and the same thing under two as- 
pects. They are also the same with each correspond- 
ing mode in the other attributes of substance. 

The above illustration of the correspondence of 
modes becomes clearer when we remember that Spi- 
noza regarded all nature as animated (II, 13, schol.). 
In other words, he believed that each material thing 
has an actually existing counterpart in thought, which 
may properly be called its idea. In this sense of the 
word, the human mind is the idea of the human body 
(II, 13). The doctrine of the infinite number of the 
attributes of substance, and of the correspondence of 
the modes in these, is of little significance in Spinoza*s 
philosophy, since the nature of these attributes is un- 
known. What is important is the attempt to bridge 
the gulf between thought and extension. 

Spinoza's proof that there is no causal connection 
between the modes of one attribute and those of an- 
other will not bear critical examination {see II, 6, 
and the references which support it). It was natural, 
however, that he should have denied their inter- 
action. Descartes had so separated thought and 
extension in his philosophy as to make almost inev- 
itable the doctrine of Occasional Causes, which arose 
among his immediate followers. This doctrine held 
that God is the immediate cause of mental changes 
which appear to result from material causes, and of 
material changes which appear to result from mental 
causes. What appears to us the cause is only the 
occasion for the exercise of God's action. This con- 
stant interference on the part of an external cause 
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Spinoza could not admit, as it is wholly opposed to his 
notion of the Divine immanence in things. It was, 
therefore, necessary for him to deny that thought can 
act upon extension or extension upon thought. It 
remained for him to find some explanation of the fact 
(which it never seems to have occurred to him to ques- 
tion) that thought and things are so related as to make 
a knowledge of things possible. 

The formal proof of the statement that the order 
and connection of ideas is the same as the order and 
connection of things (II, 7) is plainly illegitimate, in 
that what is to be proved is simply assumed with the 
doubtful axiom (I, axipm 4) thaJL knowledge of an 
effect depends on knowledge of its cause and involves 
it. The expressions " knowledge of an effect " and 
" knowledge of its cause " assume at once the corre- 
spondence of the ** knowledge " and the " effect " in 
the one case, and of the " knowledge " and the "cause " 
in the other. As the words "cause*' and "effect" 
assume the material things in question to be in a cer- 
tain definite relation, it only remains for the axiom to 
declare the same relation to hold good between the 
intellectual factors. 

The explanation of the correspondence of modes 
which appears in the scholium is quite in harmony 
with much that is current in the present day. It is 
not uncommon to hear mind and matter spoken of as 
two " aspects " or " faces " of the same thing. Such 
epithets may describe, but they in no wise explain, 
their relation. What is said in the scholium cannot 
be regarded as proof of the correspondence, for the 
following reasons : 

If the one substance which Spinoza regards as re- 
vealed in both the thing and the idea of the thing be 
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something different from both, proof should be offered 
(i) that substance exists ; (2) that the substance under- 
lying the two modes is really identical, and (3) that a 
single substance underlying two modes would cause 
such a parallelism of modes as the one in question. 
The proofs of the existence of substance have already 
been discussed {note 2). The second point Spinoza 
does not prove in any sense that could serve the de- 
sired end. He has argued that substance is indivisible 
(I, 12, 13). The substance underlying one mode is, 
therefore, identical with the substance underlying any 
other mode. If, then, we argue that a thing is one 
and the same w^ith the idea of that thing, on the 
ground that they are only different expressions of the 
same substance, we may also argue that a thing is one 
and the same with the idea of any other thing. Any 
attempt to prove the correspondence of modes from 
identity of underlying substance must assume that the 
substance underlying each material thing is distinct 
from that underlying every other material thing, and 
is identical with that underlying one particular idea. 
Such a partition of substance Spinoza could not ad- 
mit. As to the third point, if it is not incompatible 
with the unity of the one substance that it should have 
two such different manifestations as thought and ex- 
tension, what reason is there to think it incompatible 
with its unity that the order and arrangement of parts 
in the two manifestations should be different ? 

If we understand by substance merely the sum of 
the attributes {see note 1), we have in this scholium no 
explanation at all of the correspondence of modes. 
Our calling two distinct things the same thing will not 
make them correspond, nor can it furnish any evidence 
that they do correspond. 
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6. (p. 8 1.) It is impossible, in the brief space allotted 
to these notes, to adequately discuss the propositions in 
which Spinoza treats of the nature of the human mind. 
The mind is called the idea of the body {see note 5), 
and mind and body are regarded as absolutely cor- 
responding to, though entirely independent of, each 
other. It is implied in this correspondence that com- 
plexity of body has its parallel in complexity of mind, 
and every change taking place in the body has its 
parallel in a change in mind. This does not imply, 
however, that the mind has a complete knowledge of 
the body, for Spinoza does not make the mind's 
knowledge coextensive with the mind itself (II, 19, 23). 

Descartes, assuming self-consciousness alone as ul- 
timately certain, had thought it necessary to prove the 
existence of the body, and show that thought is not 
shut up wholly within its own sphere. We find no 
similar attempt to prove an external world in Spi- 
noza. He assumes as needing no proof the existence 
both of ideas and material things, and the fact that 
there is knowledge of material things {see the criticism 
of I, axiom 4, in note 5). Yet his view of the natural 
independence of thought and things lends new vitality 
to the Cartesian doubt whether the things that ideas 
are supposed to represent really do exist. 

Apropos of the relation between mind and body, 
a serious difficulty connected with Spinoza's doctrine 
of the correspondence of modes in the infinite attri- 
butes, and of their identity in the one substance, was 
clearly pointed out by a contemporary, Tschirnhausen, 
in a letter to the philosopher {letter 65). The doctrine 
maintains that each individual thing is expressed in 
an infinity of modes. The thing which, in the attri- 
bute of thought, is called the human mind, is, in the 
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attribute of extension, the human body; in some 
other attribute, something else ; and so on. Now all 
these modes are the same thing under different aspects, 
and all are parallel and independent of each other. 
The question arises : Why does the mind perceive the 
thing only under the attribute of extension, and not also 
under the other attributes ? To this question Spinoza 
gives no satisfactory answer ; and, indeed, none can 
consistently with the doctrine be given. If the union 
of mind and body is explained by their identity in the 
one substance, there should be a similar union between 
the mind and the corresponding mode in every one of 
the infinite attributes to us unknown. 

It will conduce to a clear comprehension of the 
propositions to follow, if the reader will bear in mind 
that Spinoza uses the word idea in two senses, and 
leaves us to gather from the context which sense is 
meant. 

The mind has been called the idea of the body, and 
yet, as has been said above, it is not claimed that the 
mind has a complete knowledge of the body. In our 
common use of the word " idea," when we say we have 
an idea of anything, we mean that the thing in question 
is in so far the object of knowledge. Spinoza clearly 
uses the word in this sense in prop. 19, in the phrase, 
"ideas of the modifications whereby the body is 
affected." In prop. 13, on the other hand, we have 
an unmistakable instance of the more restricted signifi- 
cation of the word, which makes an "idea" simply 
that in the attribute of thought which corresponds to 
any mode in the attribute of extension. The confusion 
naturally arising from the use of an ambiguous word 
adds to the difficulty of this portion of the Ethics. In 
the scholium after prop. 17 the two meanings are 
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clearly distinguished, but this does not aid one much 
in the discovery of which meaning is intended in a 
given passage. 

7. (p. 139.) If the distinction, marked in the preced- 
ing note, between the two senses of the word ** idea," be 
kept in mind, it will readily be seen that the reasoning 
which leads Spinoza to propose as a remedy for the 
passions, and as the only true aim in life, the perftcting 
of the understanding, is logically defective. 

Spinoza appears to reason as follows : Since mind 
and body absolutely correspond, what is good for the 
mind is good for the whole man. As it is of the nature 
of the mind to know, the good of the mind is know- 
ledge (IV, Pref, adfin,\ A passion, therefore, which is 
a confused idea {general def, of the emotions)^ indicates 
a defect of knowledge, and is an evil. The cure for this 
evil lies in the attainment of clear ideas, and our aim 
should be to have no ideas that are not adequate. 

This reasoning is evidently fallacious. The doctrine 
of the correspondence of mind and body does, indeed, 
imply that what is good for the idea of the body (that 
in the attribute of thought which corresponds to the 
body) is good also for the body (see the preceding 
note); but it does not necessarily imply that every- 
thing that increases the mind's knowledge is of advan- 
tage to the body. Spinoza has not made the mind*s 
knowledge coextensive with the mind itself (II, 19, 23), 
and it is mind (the idea of the body, see II, 13), and 
not knowledge, that completely corresponds to the 
body. The assumption, then, that what is good for 
the mind is good for the whole man, holds good only 
for mind in Spinoza's peculiar use of the word, and not 
for mind in the usual sense, which makes it equivalent 
to conscious intelligence. It has not been proved 
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that what furthers this necessarily furthers the well- 
being of the man. 

8. (p. 173») Spinoza's doctrine of immortality is per- 
haps the most disputed point in his system. Some have 
understood him as teaching a doctrine of personal im- 
mortality, as it is commonly understood ; others have 
supposed him to mean by immortality only a state of 
intellectual clarity, and in no sense a continuance of 
mental life after the death of the body ; still others 
have supposed that he did not clearly understand his 
own meaning, and that his utterances are, in conse- 
quence, inconsistent with each other ; and some have 
gone so far as to accuse him of a deliberate intention 
to conceal his true thought. The charge of disin- 
genuousness may be dismissed, for Spinoza is suffi- 
ciently frank in the rest of the book, and does -not 
hesitate to oppose commonly received opinions. Per- 
haps the best explanation of his statements lies in sup- 
posing that his thought was not entirely clear to him- 
self, and, consequently, contains elements that cannot 
be harmonized with the rest of his philosophy, or with 
each other. 

The view that immortality is a qualitative state, and 
does not imply continuance in any sense, may be sup- 
ported by the explicit statement (V, 23, sckoL), that 
eternity cannot be defined in terms of time, and can- 
not have any relation to time. On the other hand, the 
view that Spinoza means by immortality the contin- 
uance in existence of the mind, or a part of it, after 
the death of the body, appears to be the most reason- 
able explanation of the language used throughout the 
discussion (see V, 23, and schoL ; 31, schoL ; z^ySchoL^ 
and z^). Yet such a doctrine evidently contradicts 
the doctrine of the correspondence of modes in the 
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attributes of thought and extension. According to 
that doctrine the destruction of the body must imply 
the destruction of the mind. Proposition 23 can only 
be accommodated to it by a quite unwarrantable 
amount of stretching. Spinoza seems here to have 
fallen into the usual difficulties arising from the use of 
that self-contradictory notion, a timeless eternity. He 
denies that his immortality has anything to do with 
time, and yet he is forced to treat of it in terms of 
time. 

The reader will have noticed that the criticisms pre- 
ceding are largely destructive. The reason for this is 
to be found in the fact that they are criticisms of 
Spinoza's system as a system, and not a commentary 
upon the separate thoughts contained in the work. As 
has been remarked in the sketch of his life, there are 
two distinct elements in the philosophy of Spinoza, and 
objections against the one element do not touch the 
other. The thoughtful student will find the " Ethics " 
a mine of precious ore, and, though he may take excep- 
tion to some of its formal reasonings, he cannot fail to 
find much that will repay his severest efforts. Few 
have more to say to the men of our time than Spinoza, 
who is more modern in some of his conceptions than 
almost any among our contemporaries. 
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Active, when we may be said 
to be, 127. 

Ambition, 131. 

Anger, 130. 

Attribute, defined, 19. See Sub- 
stance. 

Avarice, 131. 

Aversion, 128. 

Beauty, relativity of, 64. 

Benevolence, 130. 

Blessedness, defined, 139 ; not 
the reward of virtue, but vir- 
tue itself, 1 86. 

Body, defined, 67 ; relation to 
mind, 79 ff. ; composition and 
identity of individual bodies, 
81 ff. 

Boldness, 131. 

Bondage, 132. 

Cause, of itself, defined, 19 ; 

when adequate, 127. 
Certainty, 117 ff. 
Commiseration, 129. 
Common Notions, their nature 

and origin, 104 ff. 
Confidence, 129. 
Consternation, 131. 
Contempt, 128. 
Contingent, why things are so 

called, 53 ; definition of, 136. 
Contrary Emotions, 137. 
Cowardice, 131. 
Cruelty, 131. 

Death, not feared by a mind 
endowed with clear knowl- 
edge, 182. 



Derision, 128. 

Descartes, on the emotions, 

125 ; on the seat of the soul, 

151. 
Design. See Final Causes, 
Desire, 128. 
Despair, 129. 
Devotion, 128. 
Disappointment, 129. 
Drunkenness, 131. 
Duration, 68. See Time, 

Emotion, defined, 127 ; defini- 
tions of individual emotions, 
1 28- 13 1 ; general definition 
of the emotions, 131 ; emo- 
tions produced by reason the 
most powerful, 160 ; how to 
control the emotions, 163- 1 65. 

Emulation, 130. 

End, of need, 61 ; of assimila- 
tion, 61 ; God does not act 
with a view to, 57 ff. ; de- 
finition of, 1 3$. 

Envy, 129. 

Error. See Falsity, 

Essence, definition of, 67 ; 
what is common to all things 
the essence of no individual 
thing, 102. 

Eternity, defined, 20 ; form of, 
112, 172 ff. ; of the mind, 
172 ff. 

Evil, relative, 135 j definition 
of, 136. 

Falsity, nothing positive, 100 ; 
definition of, loi, 102 ; does 
not involve certainty, 117. 
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FavoF, 129. 

Fear, 129. 

Final Causes, origin of the be- 
lief in, 58 ff. 

Form, of eternity, 112, 172 ff. 

Free, a thing free when, 20; 
why men think themselves 
free. 58. 

Glorying, 130. 

j^^^^od. or substance, defined, 19 ; 

consists of infinite attributes, 

27 ; necessarily exists, 27 ff. ; 

the efficient cause of all 

things, 38 ; acts solely from 

^ the necessity of his nature, 

' 38 ; an immanent cause, 42 ; 

is eternal, 42 : does not act 

from the freedom of his will, 

51 ; could not have produced 
things in any other way than 
they have been produced, 

52 ff. ; his perfection an 
argument against the freedom 
of his will, 53 ; his power 
itself his essence, 56 ; is a 
thinking thing, 69 ; is an 
extended thing, 69 ; has nec- 
essarily an idea of his own 
essence, and of all those 
things which follow from it, 
69 ; the idea of God but one, 
71 ; he is the cause of the 
modes in any attribute only 
in so far as he is considered 
under that attribute, 72 ; has 
a knowledge of the human 
mind, 93 ; is without pas- 
sions, 167 ; cannot be hated, 
167 ; loves himself with an 
infinite love, 179. 

Good, origin of the notion, 63, 
135 ; defined, 136 ; what 
things good, 140; supersti- 
tion regards pain as good, 
148. 

Gratitude, 130. 

Hate, 128. 
Hope, 128. 



Humility, 130. 

Idea, defined, 67 ; when ade- 
quate, 68 ; their order and 
connection the same as the 
order and connection of 
things, 72 ; the idea of the 
mind united to the mind as 
the mind is united to the 
body, 93 ; all ideas true in 
so far as referred to God, 
100 ; they contain no posi- 
tive element of falsity, 100 ; 
ideas, when adequate, true, 
loi ; the idea of what is 
common to the human body 
and external bodies adequate, 
103 ; ideas that follow from 
adequate ideas themselves 
adequate, 104. 

Imagination, 88 ff. 

Immortality, 172 ff. 

Impossible, a thing when, 53. 

Inclination, 128. 

Indignation, 129. 

Individual things, defined, 68. 

Infinite, the, 33-37- 

Joy. 129. 

Knowledge, of the first, second, 
and third kinds, 107, 108 ; 
that of the first kind the sole 
cause of falsity, 108 ; that of 
the second and third kinds 
true, 108 ; the only true end 
of man, 139 ; man's highest 
endeavor to know things by 
knowledge of the third kind, 
174 ; from this kind of knowl- 
edge springs the intellectual 
love of God, 178. See Mind, 

Longing, 130. 

Love, defined, 130; toward 

God, 166 ff. 
Lust, 131. 
Luxury, 131. 

Marriage, 144. 
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Memory, 91, 92. 

Mind, what constitutes the 
being of the, 78 ; perceives 
what takes place in the body 
corresponding to it, 79; its 
union with the body, 79 £f. ; 
has more perceptions as the 
body is capable of more 
changes, 86, 87; the idea 
which constitutes its essence 
not simple, 87 ; knows the 
body only through the ideas 
of the modifications of the 
body, 92 ; only knows itself 
in so far as it perceives the 
ideas of the modifications of 
the body, 94 ; does not have 
an adequate knowledge of 
the parts that compose the 
human body, 95 ; perceives 
external bodies only through 
the ideas of the modifications 
of its own body, 96 ; has a 
very inadequate knowledge 
of the duration of the body, 

99 ; or of external things, 

100 ; has an adequate knowl- 
edge of the essence of God, 
114. 

Mode, defined, 19 ; infinite 
modes, 45 ; all modes neces- 
sarily determined to existence 
and action by God, 47 flf. ; 
parallelism of, in different 
attributes, 71 ff-, I54- 

Modesty, 131. 

Necessary, a thing necessary 
or coerced when, 20, 53 ; the 
will a necessary cause, 51. 

Natura Naturans, 49. 

Natura Naturata, 49. 

Order, relativity of the notion, 

63, 64. 
Overestimation, 129. 



Pain, 128. 

Parallelism of modes. 
Mode. 



See 



Passion, ceases to be such when 
clearly conceived, 155. 

Passive, when we may be said 
to be. 127. 

Perfection, origin and signifi- 
cance of the term, 132 ff. ; 
identical with reality, 136. 

Pineal gland, as seat of the 
soul, 151-153. 

Pleasure, 128. 

Possible, individual things 
when, 136. 

Power, identical with virtue, 
138. 

Pride, 130. 

Reality, the same as perfection, 
68. 

Reason, regards things not as 
contingent but as necessary, 
no; perceives things under 
the form of eternity, 112. 

Repentance, 130. 

Revenge, 130. 

Self-abasement, 130. 

Self-preservation, the highest 
law of nature, 140. 

Self-satisfaction, 130. 

Shame, 130. 

Social intercourse, its utility, 
141 ff. 

Substance, defined, 19 ; can- 
not be produced by anything 
else, 23 ; existence belongs 
to its nature, 23 ; necessarily 
infinite, 23 ; consists of in- 
finite attributes, 27 ; neces- 
sarily exists, 27 ff . ; is indi- 
visible, 30 ff. ; God the only 
substance, 31 ff. ; does not 
constitute the essence of 
man, 76. 

Sympathy, 129. 

Time, can be conceived by the 
mind only while the body 
endures, 172, 173, 175, 
176. 

Timidity, 131. 
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Truth, its own norm, 108-110. 

Underestimation, 129. 

Understanding, must compre- 
hend the attributes and 
modifications of God and 
nothing else, 50 ; must be 
referred to natura naturata 
and not to natura naiurans, 
50 : is nothing but particular 
ideas, 117. 

Universals, their origin, 104 ff. 



Virtue, the same as power, 138. 

Will, not a free but a necessary- 
cause, 51 ; God does not act 
from the freedom of his, 51 \ 
determined to each volition, 

. 115 ; volitions nothing but 
ideas, 116, 117 ; the faculty 
of will nothing but particular 
volitions. 117 ; will and un- 
derstanding the same, 117 ff. 

Wonder, 128. 
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